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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

This thesis is a study of the organizational demelent of the central
government in Bulgaria for a period of 12 yearse Tinpetus for the research came a
few years ago when the Bulgarian prime-ministeroamced, in the midst of heated
discussions about reforming the cabinet, that tivedity of Culture is to be abolished
as it does not have a counterpart in none of thef&@an countries. Notwithstanding
that the “comparative” data can be easily disceetliand that the ministry, in fact,
survived, the statement posed intriguing questitmgirasps a lot of the themes that
gave rise to the present text. Why are certaintutgins abolished? What is the
proper rhetoric justifying a change in the ministeconfiguration? Does the publicly
expressed motivation matter at all, or only hideterests? How similar are the
government structures across the European calyisietnss?

These problems focused towards the general questibat explains
institutional persistency and change. The thesisarsargument that the recent
transformation of the Bulgarian central administratis a good match for the theory.
Its aim is toexplore and explain the patterns of developmemh®fcore executive in
Bulgaria for the period 1990-2002ZThe research question posed is: What are the
driving forces behind the organizational changethésystem of central government?
It demands an explanatory argument; however mucdhetext is dealing with thick
description. The reason is that there is no aviailabllected data on the process. In
addition, the comprehensive data collection wilegirich material for alternative
interpretations.

The issues analyzed in the thesis are of signifigaactical and academic
importance. The core executive remains the cehtrialof public decision-making. Its
efficiency conditions the entire running of the gawment. Despite the rise of power
of regional and local authorities in the last ye#ne central government institutions
are still the most important symbolically and preadty. In turn, the organizational
set-up may affect the implementation of policidse drafting of norms, and the
strategic behavior of governments. Yet, surprisiigtle argumentation is provided
by the politicians advocating organizational restmang. And little information is in

help when decision-makers try to design and implgmeforms.



The shortcomings are reproduced in the acadenii fidhere is little interest
in issues like the ministerial configuration. Théseoo little variance on the surface
and too many particularities in the details asttoaet a lot of comparative studies.
The available national studies are too specifietbance analytical abstraction and
institutionalist explanations (some of the excapiare discussed in the literature
review section). Besides, the last decade has &d@eniod of considerable shift of the
attention of public administration scholars towardsestigation of sub-national levels
of government, the process of Europeanization, #mel whole spectrum of
innovations from the new public management agenda.

Still, there are puzzles to be explained. The atéel record on changes of the
machinery of governments shows a significant dysamgoing contrary to the usual
expectations for institutional stability. Moreovehe changes seem random and
contradictory. A complex system like the core eximeuhas been rarely a setting for
institutionalist analyses, as they tend to focugarticular organizations, a policy, or
a set of rules. Finally, it is an open debate tcatwbxtent the core executive is
insulated from political control.

The Bulgarian case presented here is relevant Her droader academic
disputes. The fall of the communist regime, thetista point of the research, opens an
opportunity for turbulent institutional changes. laast there is a lot of foam on the
surface. But the point is that such massive openarg rare and their analyses may
contribute to the study of institutional change.e \8ee the making within years of
institutions that took centuries to evolve in otheuntries. Development paths locked
for a long times are reopened. The findings of ibsearch are not intended to be
broadly generalized. Still, they provide an exammé the development of
governmental machinery in the conditions of anomy a transforming state.

The study is institutionalist in a double sensestFiat the centre of the
research question lays the problem how are institatcreated and developed. On the
other hand, the explanatory part looks for the ichpaf institutions on these
phenomena. The research objectives are:

- to construct a model, derived from new institniiism insights, that provides a
plausible explanation of the organizational chan@ad stability);

- to collect comprehensive data on the organizatiohanges in the system of central
government in Bulgaria (1990-2002);



- to present conclusions about the overall directind course of the development of
central government in Bulgaria for the last decade.

Based on institutionalist arguments, the developeebretical framework
assumes that the politicians in power are theisgapoint. A game theoretical model
shows that in an institutional vacuum politiciarddminant strategy is to break
institutional arrangements, unless repeated rounfdshe game and long-term
perspective are introduced. So, for the case vgwditicians do not have a lasting
interest in the game, the constraints might corm@anfrinstitutions. Legislative
procedures matter as they produce different vetotp@nd capacity for change the
theory says. Next, the politicians are not the gii@yers in some situations, but have
to share their control with powerful interest grewgnd civil servants. It is shown that
the resulting interaction yields different resulibe theoretical scheme does not allow
much room for the inclusion of soft or hard extérpgessures as variables. Factors
like he influence of the European Union (EU) areuased not to have an autonomous
and direct impact. Rather, the responses to th&spres are selective and the effects
are distilled through the national institutions acalculated in the strategies of the
politicians.

The empirical data generally supports the modek Thanges in political
leadership are found to be the major explanatomyalbke that accounts for the
dynamism of the core executive in Bulgaria. Havinglear incentive to restructure
organizations (the change creates opportunitiestdi#ing of the organization to be
taken under control) the politicians change thegsull the time. The formality and
toughness of the legislative procedures in ordé@mfwement the changes do not seem
to matter. Interest groups and civil servants, haredo. The core executive emerges
from the analysis as a rather interrelated sys@manges in one part are often echoed
in distant domains and the pooling of small chargesunt to second-order reforms
of the rules about the rules.

The next chapters follow the argument, as summaiiese. First, the relevant
literature is discussed and evaluated. After that theoretical model is presented,
followed by the adopted research methodology. Gitaptcontains the descriptive
part and traces the organizational developmenthiast 12 years of the Council of
Ministers, the inter-departmental councils, theistites, state commission, state and
executive agencies. Individual changes as wellhasstate of the executive as a
system are kept in check. On the basis of the érapidata outlined, Chapter 4



applies the theoretical model and tests the deriwgmbtheses. A discussion of the
implications of the research results and some aevak remarks are contained the
concluding part.

A few disclaimers must be spoken out. The stumsumesthat the
organizational set-up of the central governmentenalt is not the aim of the study to
support or disqualify theses about the impact oftifutions on government
performance. The research investigates formal #speaficthe central government
organizations. It does not argue to what extensdahehanges affect “really” an
organization. The formal aspects are the only emics for change that can be traced
with the selected methodology. Still, it is assuntieat they mark at least partially
(the) significant changes. Finally, the thesis &sddl on a case study and tries to
remain close to the facts without preventing th&caé abstraction. “Historical-
explanatory” studies balance between too speciitt o general explanations and

the present thesis will try to fit in the type.



CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW, THEORY AND METHODS

Literature Review

The question which forces guide and frame the dgweént of the core
executive in Bulgaria in the period 1990-2000 hasbeen addressed in the academic
literature so far However, the research may build upon insightmftbiverse strands
of social science literature, as the topic of theestigation touches upon several
themes that have received rigorous scholar attentio

The research can be placed in several contextst &irall, its focus falls
within the domain ofcabinet studiesFrom another point of view, it's part of the
ongoing discussion about tlaelministrative reform in Central and Eastern Eurppe
and, as such, it touches the problenadministrative transformatiom general. The
growing number of books and articles on tlropeanization of national
administrations provides insights and concept tiwa the influence of the European
Union on the reform process in Bulgaria. At a higlexel of abstraction, the thesis
investigates patterns of institutional persisteand change, hence, it benefits, in one
way or another, from the infinite body of literadurinspired by thenew
institutionalismagenda. As the research variables are definedymainrganizational
terms the tradition obrganizational analysisontributes to the understanding of
organizational dynamics.

It is the purpose of this chapter to review in sote¢ail the works that are
most directly related to the topic of the reseaashwell as to critically assess some of
them, specifying the contributions and shortcomioigthe selected texts.

The literatures reviewed provide different and ctanpentary perspectives
that enhance the analysis, both in substantivenaetthiodological terms. They focus
attention on the main elements within the systentaitral government; identify
potential forces that shape the development oéXeeutive; put forward a framework

for assessment of the overall path of transformatio

! In Bulgarian language there exist a number ofistuthat are relevant for the current topic. Howeve
they are difficult to classify together with thedtish-language literature, because they are either
administrative law or historical studies. From ditmal science/public administration perspectitres
development of the Bulgarian executive in orgamiret terms has not been studied, as far as | know.
The relevant pieces are included in the bibliogyaph



I nvestigating central executivesin Central and Eastern Europe.

Before proceeding to discussion of the field oficabstudies | will review the
work of Goetz and Wollmann (2001), which comes esbsn terms of object of study
and the approach adopted. The work is a resultppbject that gave rise also to other
publications that are relevant to the current neseéGoetz 2001; Zubek 2001; Brusis
and Dimitrov 2001). Goetz and Wollmann include Bulg in their comparative study
of central executives in Central and Eastern Eurdpe authors focus on the overall
development of the executive taken as a whole. Taeglyze the process of
institutionalization of the central government dgofations vis-a-vis the legislatures
and the presidential institutions. ldentifying tl®nstraints inherited from the
communist systems they proceed to trace the develnpof executives, and arrive at
conclusions about the progress the process hake@adhe minor technical errors
present in the analysis of Bulgarian case do nbamiadow on the conclusions.

The main difference between this study and thegote®search is in the level
of analysis. The scholar lens employed by Goetz \&lolimann are directed at the
central administration in general whereas | lookhet changes within the system.
Moreover, in this piece they do not specificallgaiss the major impetuses of reform
and the interplay between the factors that resuitedhe development path in
Bulgaria. Still, in an earlier study of Goetz (Goetnd Philip 2000), more explicit
consideration of the theoretical base of the rebeproject is given. Special attention
is paid to the role of ideas and the conditionseurnwihich ideas, and change agents,
may exercise impact on the reform templates.

Brusis and Dimitrov (2001) explore the figure aidnce minister in Bulgaria
and the co-ordination issues it involves in anodicle, result of the same project.
From this piece one could derive the great impaeathe authors attribute to
economical shocks and international organizatiamsthie reform. The shortcoming,
in view of the current research, is the lack ofcdssion about the context in which
exogenous factors may exercise impact and the merha through which these
pressures are transferred in decisions aboutdtistial change.

As a whole, the works cited are the first effokispwn to me, that investigate
the development of the central executive in Bulgarithe last decade from a political
science perspective, and as such, they lay foordafor further research, suggesting

a particular approach and analytical terms to capthe overall nature of the reform.



Administrative reform

The studies just discussed are not, of coursefitsteefforts to analyze the
process of administrative transformation in Cenaatl Eastern Europe since the
1990-s; their uniqueness is in the specific inteilethe executive branéhTable 1
lists some of the articles on post-communist publitninistration in three of the
major journals in the field.

The studies that address different issues withis tibpic include Verheijen
(1995), Verheijen and Coombes (1998), and Hess@3)1The civil service system,
corruption problems and the broader process ofdimgl democratic institutions in
Bulgaria are studied. The contribution of thesehe present research is hindered
mainly by three factors — they are too general;tmbshem refer to the period before
the implementation of the large part of the adntiats/e reforms in the country; and
they are mainly descriptive. While accurate desicnipof the phenomena studied, is,
of course, needed, | will try to offer a more aniall approach.

Comparative analyses of the reform experiences fEastern and Western
Europe have also been done, but the chapters @aBaildo little more than register
the turbulent nature of the transformation (Hes86831 Verheijen and Coombes
1998). Still, these works have identified importaagpects of the administrative
reform from the last 12 years in Central and Easkrrope that have to be taken into
account when applying the theoretical schemes usedifferent contexts — the
coupling of state and party bureaucracy under thencunist regime, the weak
position of the executive branch in the beginnifighe period, the influence of the
political parties (and their ideologies) on theorei progress.

In regard to my main research question, analysegefairm initiatives in
different settings (USA, UK, the Scandinavian comst Latin America) are even
more helpful, as they propose general explanatdait the reasons for reform, the
probabilities of success and the role of politidaétoric in administrative reform
proposals.

March and Olsen (1989) suggest that administratéem follows a cyclical
move between integrative and aggregative reforrheyTexplore how the different

institutional settings affect the fate and contemtsreform and point out that the

2 The study of central executives receives growitenéon from scholars of administrative reform in
Central and Eastern Europe. At the NISPAce® Arinual Conference (2003) a few papers dealing
with post-communist executives have been prese(tiég://www.nispa.sk)
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specific institutional arrangements have a largeaot. Peters (2001) directs attention
towards the interplay of administrative, politieadd organizational factors giving rise
to reform proposals.

But only a few of the studies of administrativeorefi deal with organizational
changes (changes in the machinery of governmenpamticular, and in a wider
historical perspective. An international team ohdars (Daviset al. 1999) have
produced a comparative analysis of the developmigbvernment machinery in the
UK, Canada and Australia. They pose the questiop gdvernments change their
organizational status quo and arrive at a conatuthat the main actor in the process
is the prime minister (PM). They argue that PMs @oastantly thinking across the
three key tasks of government (politics, policymamistration), and make trade-offs
in pursuit of their overall objective. Hence, orgaional changes are result of
stimuli coming form the political environment, aelwvas from the organizational
logic. While these findings are important, the gaesl rests too much on the personal
characteristics of the prime ministers and thescation. | will argue that there are
structural and institutional factors at play thatit the power of PMs to redesign the
government every time they feel a change would éeeficial for their political
strategies.

Trying to explain institutional changes in the Bdincentral government over
a long period of time Christensen (1997) focusetherrole of the bureaucrats and the
conditions under which they support or hinder nef®rIn the analysis bureaucrats are
the main actors, although some attention is pad & the impact of ideology, or
shared ideas. Christensen arrives at the conclisaircivil servants will create a bias
towards preservation of the current institutioredting and the politicians will be able
to implement reform only if the strategic interestsbureaucrats coincide with the
proposed changes. What is lacking from the analisishe presence of other
influential actors — politicians, legislators, apdlitical parties. As a whole, trying to
include ideas, institutions and actors in the exalimn this study provides further
insights on the complicated nature of governmefatrne.

In an investigation of the organizational changethe central government in
Norway Roness (2001) emphasizes the interdependeeteeen reforms of the
parliamentary and executive institutions. The cosicin that parliaments may affect
the structural features and reassignments in degbeernment by designing the

structural framework within which administrative feaens are formulated and
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practiced, by engaging in reform activities or bynfiing their own structural features,
is important and adds another perspective explaimmachinery of government
change.

From the pieces reviewed so far it is obvious thate is no single model and
that scholars differ in the relative importanceyttatach to various factors. Prime
ministers, parliaments, bureaucrats all have infteeon the reforms, but the problem
is that there is not an analysis that combinesetidiferent factors in a coherent
picture. The texts suggest directions for resedighare less helpful in providing a
single analytical framework capable of graspingithpact of the various actors.

Apart from the contexts of the UK, Norway, Denmaikistralia and Canada,
the machinery of government reform in historicaispective is analyzed in the rather
different settings of very small states (Wetteni28l01). Investigating the birth and
reform of the executive branch in a number of smtdtes in the Pacific and other
areas in the world Wettenhall gives an unusualhihly suggestive point of view to
the field.

I will now turn to the field of cabinet studies carwill review two main
traditions of research within this field in an effto filter the ideas that may enhance
the current research.

Cabinet studies

The revival of (British) cabinet studies in thetlgsars can be attributed to the
new research agenda proposed by R.A.W. Rhodes &remtti Dunleavy 1995) and
the subsequent large-scale research project WhiteRhodes advances the thesis of
‘hollowing out of the state’ and introduces thamecore executive’, as different from
‘cabinet’ and ‘executive’. Challenging the well-alslished assumption that studies on
central-level decision-making should focus soletypsime ministers, cabinets and the
relative power distribution between two key actotbe authors implies that the
traditional approaches fail to provide account mportant changes in the British
executive. The hypothesized change is towards feagmtion, increased influence of
policy networks (actors like the EU and sub-natianghorities). Rhodes anticipates

change of the roles of the PM and the ministerg. bllowing out of the state’ is the

% For more information see http://www.nuff.ox.ac piitics/ whitehall
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general reference to this hypothesized developmgstoperationalized in several
distinct changes:

- privatization and limiting the scope and forms obfic intervention;

- the loss of functions to agencies and the EU,;

- limiting the discretion of civil servants .
Still within this school of cabinet studies, in aeds to the reasons for change and
persistence of the institutional setting of theecerecutive details could be found in
the documentation about the Whitehall project. fidasons for changes identified are
numerous and include addressing efficiency, giviegght to a given policy, creating
an impression of dynamism, administrative saviegs: Moreover, discussion of the
agents and methods of reforms is provided. All é¢hesntributions (as well as the
typology of government organizations and functideseloped) are greatly beneficial

to my research. However, the propositions musttibrated to the case of Bulgaria.

A second strand of literature in the domain oficabstudies evolves around
Jean Blondel. In a series of books and articlesr@! and Muller-Rommel 1997 and
2001) an extensive account on various parts ofnealsystems (the role of prime
ministers, relations between the ministers anddop servants, private ministerial
offices, the figure of departmental minister, etts) done. Comparative studies
covering both Eastern and Western cabinets desanilaetail the variations and
particularities in institutionalizing cabinet gowenent. However, most of the work is
primarily descriptive. Althoughas a final objective we find the question ‘what the
range of variations is and what is tteeson d’etre— and perhaps the value of these
variations (Blondel and Muller-Rommel 1997) the research, @@ by this strand
of cabinet studies still doesn’'t offer explanationis the organizational dynamics

inside the cabinets.

The main contribution may be found in improving teeminological tools for
describing accurately cabinet systems. Blondel &hdler- Rommel also draw
attention on some important developments in Eumopeabinet systems - the
changing role of ministers, the rising influence PMs and the role of private
cabinets, among othershese developments must be checked against theieahpi

information in the case of Bulgaria.

* Source: http://www.nuff.ox.ac.uk/politics/whiteHal

13



Conclusions

In this text | tried to review and critically assesome of the academic
literature that is most relevant to the presentaesh in terms of topic, geographical
scope, approach and methodology. Of course, sunlhda eye view over rich and
lively academic domains doesn’'t pay tribute to ttmmplexity and subtlety of
arguments of most of the books and articles rewiewais over-simplification would
be justified if it points out a few conclusions.

First, there are no systematic investigations efdhganizational restructuring
of the Bulgarian central administration for thetla8 years. The works of Goetz and
Wollmann, and Brusis and Dimitrov are significant kheir focus is slightly different
than my approach. They explain the macro developmktne executive branch and
the micro-changes of one department. My aim isit& kthese levels. A more
comprehensive approach has to offer interpretaiwdrise links between the changes
of individual organizations and the transformatiminthe whole system of central
executive governance.

The Bulgarian cabinet system is not properly désctiso far, in view of the
theoretical developments in the field. What is mafee forces influencing the
reforming of the central administration are diffictio identify, not only in the
Bulgarian case. The reviewed literature shows tiratexplanations of machinery of
government changes list a significant number ofdi@; ranging from the personal
character of the prime minister to pressure froenghvironment.

The administrative reform literature also suggestsiumber of potential
explanatory factors, but they are sometimes comtiay and not integrated into a
coherent model. Apparently, times of administratigéorm offer huge opportunities
for organizational changes. However, the dynamelind the changes is unclear.
More importantly, the unique experience of the adstiative transformation in
Central and Eastern Europe after the fall of comsmarhas to be integrated into the
broader knowledge about public administration.

All these lapses of the reviewed literature posepartant theoretical
challenges and are subject of controversy in palitiscience. The problems of
institutional birth, stability and change are nestricted to the domains of cabinet
studies or administrative reform. An increasedritb@ to institutions has marked the
social sciences as a whole after the behavioral. t8till, the debates touch the

foundations of our knowledge about institutions.eThasic questions like what

14



institutions are, how they are formed, how theyngegand decay have not received
definite answers and several strands of institaliapproaches can be distinguished.
In the next section | will turn to a more detaileliscussion of the
institutionalist literature. The propositions ofetmew institutionalism in regard to
institutional changes are examined and a simplerétieal model is derived. On that

basis several hypotheses are identified.

Theoretical Framework

I nstitutional change in light of the new institutionalisms

It is not the purpose of this text to assess tive institutionalism and engage
in the theoretical debates between the variousches | will focus on a few works
and themes that are specifically relevant for gsearch.

First of all, it makes an important difference tbe current research what kind
of definition of institutions is accepted. The pie of distinguishing organizations
from institutions is quite tricky. We could equéatee two but than the concept of
institutions becomes stretched and blurred. If mizgtions are simply sets of rules,
the concept of organization becomes too thin.

A popular response to this issue is the definitddrinstitutions, following Selznick
(1980), as organizations infused with value beytmal technical tasks they fulfill.
While such an approach seems convenient at fighit,sits power diminishes when
one has to apply it in practice. When exactly organization becomes an institution
is quite difficult to point out because there aceatear benchmarks how much value
is infused in any particular organization. Thererasm for ambiguity and various
interpretations.

The difficulties in drawing a clear line betweereske two concepts become
clear when trying to specify the nature of the aaxecutive. Is the central executive
an institution? It is apparently more than an orgmion, as it comprises a large
number of various organizations. Still, all thesgamizations are limited in their
autonomy and are interlinked through a network @peahdencies. Although
comprised of various organizations, procedurals;uésd unwritten norms the central

administration system possesses significant irtieg@énd high degree of

® The classification of the various strands of tsibnal approaches itself is a question of amhjgui
For quite different attempts see Peters (1999) Rhddes (1995).
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interrelatedness of its composing parts. It thesmg, it is as much an institution as
the party system, or channels for labor representat popular institutional factors
evoked in institutionalist studies (Immergut 1992).

A further complication arises from the fact thams&times the institutions are
personified (e.g. the figure of a minister withgattfolio), in other cases the personal
level is coupled with organization (e.g. a miniytgnd sometimes the organizational
level is without personified leadership (e.g. statemmission). The highly
differentiated nature makes it difficult to analyaed investigate the core executive
system as a whole, and to speak of it as an uttit’. Still, | argue that this system
possesses a significant degree of integrity aadlégitimate object of research. It is a
highly complex system, or ecology of organizatiomgh links stronger than the ones
found in ‘policy networks’. Although it does not V& strict boundaries and
uniformity, it is an institution in the sense thiaenacts the rules, norms, and shared
understandings governing the exercise of publicgoat the central level. So, the
core executive is more than the organizations @mat part of it; it comprises the
(structural) relations between these organizatians, their interface with the rest of
the political and societal systems.

The problems with the definition of institutionseatdirectly translated into the
research design. Although in the text the term&mimation and institution are used
interchangeably, an institution is accepted asoad®r concept and organizations as
specific class of institutions. No claims are maleneasure the institutionalization of
the various organizations. Still, more attentiopasd to the organizations central for
the system, as the council of ministers and thdstnies. As a composed institution,
the central executive is expected to change asudt ref the individual organizational
changes at a micro-level. However, its institutiomevelopment may not be
necessarily consistent with the nature of every lisienel change. Rather, the
interplay of developments in the different partstioé system is what frames the
overall transformation of the core executive.

The problem of institutional change is not less tamersial than the
definitional issue. At this point the discrepancietween the institutionalist strands
are well pronounced and, in general, a coherent \amigely accepted theory of
institutional persistence and change is missingefBel999). By definition institutions
are supposed to be stable and the difficulty ofyaiveg the dynamics goes to the very
hearts of the various institutionalisms.

16



The simplest theory of institutional persistenced athange is based on
functional arguments. It states that as the scdpgowernment activities increases,
new organizations emerge; as some functions angpdmout of the public domain,
the organizations managing these functions areisiteal. Notwithstanding the
dubious explanatory power of this approach, theeaed should look for the
emergence of new domains to be managed and how tleesands are translated into
decisions on organizational design. For examplés ieasy to conclude that it is
impossible to have a body regulating Internet extefore the penetration of Internet
in the country. Such major developments are redtieasy to spot. However, the
problem is how the government selects which nevasag social activity are to be
included in the tasks of the public administratiand, even more importantly, how
these decisions lead to the emergence of partionggnizational forms, considered
appropriate for the activities.

Rational choice institutionalism shares some phthe functional arguments
but starts from the actors. The dominant questian rational-choice based
institutionalism is related to the outcomes of @iéint institutional rules, not the
generation of the rules itself. Generally, the iinSbns are accepted as exogenous
independent variables (Laver and Shepsle 1994;ntadod Martimort 1998). Most
evidently, changes in actor constellations willgaroe change. The new actors have
different incentives, strategies available and emezices. Hence, the results from the
interplay will be different, and these new outconvel be institutionalized. As
usually preferences are assumed to be stablenthavay for change left is change of
the actors.

Distinguishing between constitutional and secordéprules, more vulnerable
to change, is a further insight coming from ratior@oice. Shepsle (1989)
distinguishes robust institutions that survive whaperational rules are adapted in
relation to a set of collective choice and consttal choice rules.

Rational choice based institutional theories, tike functionalist view, tend to
be evolutionary and often explain institutional mpa with selection of more efficient
rules. The survival of apparently inefficient ingtions over long periods of time and
the existence of various institutional solutionssimilar situations undermine this
assumption. Douglass North (1990) has successhdkled the problem. Interpreting
in rational choice (mainly economic) terms the apicof path-dependency he

explains the different development paths of theneates of the United States and
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Latin America. His approach, however, is basedhranassumption that preferences
and behavior patterns change. Although the theoidyased on the transaction-costs
analysis, it is more receptive to concepts, liklicgdearning and path dependency,
coming from others schools of social science.

As a whole, rational choice based theories of tumstnal change have to
introduce some premises about social structure totside (Ward 1995). In the same
line, institutional change is produced from extépr@ssure in much of the historical
institutionalsm (HI) studies.

Generally HI analyses start with the preferencemdividuals and than place
them in institutional context (Thelen 1999). Itkmthe different levels — individual
agents, institutions, and systems, and is capaldedount for the temporal dimension
of reforms. But in general HI emphasizes and fosuseinstitutional persitance rather
that on change.

One of the central concepts of the historical togsbnalism — path-
dependency, as defined and operationalized by d?ie(2000), may provide an
explanation for some the puzzles of institutiorransformation — the difficulty to
change existing organizations, the discrepancy éetwrhetoric and actions, the
stability in some parts of the system and the gdgaamics in other. Pierson argues
that historical institutionalism is particularly Wequipped for the analysis of political
institutions and, even more, complex political iingtons. In its simplest form the
thesis is that increasing returns will reinforcetai® decisions at the expense of other
opportunities that may be more effective in theglomn. Development paths are
locked because of early institutional choices. E¥wegganization bears the stamp of its
time of establishment. Despite its popularity, pdéfpendency answers to questions
of institutional development are not undisputedy@eand Wielgohs 2001.

Another important contribution of the historicalsiutionalism literature is
the focus on the impact of particular events, icait junctures’ (Thelen 1999) as
triggers for reform. Still, the concept is not vepyecise and does not provide a
benchmark what exactly constitutes a critical junet

Cortel and Peterson (1999) employ the term ‘wind@fpportunities’ to
refer to larger periods of time that enable insitual changes. In both cases the
events are regarded not as the explanations itsetf,rather as conditioning the
applicability of reforms. Thus, they do not exclutie politicians, civil servants, and

state officials from the analysis. For example €losind Peterson conclude that three
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factors — triggers, change-oriented preferencesimstitutional capacity — must be
present for institutional change to occur in a deratc statelLinder and Rittberger
(2001) show also how a historical institutionalisnspired analysis may include
actors’ preferences constellations and exogenoaistgyn the analytical framework.

Historical institutionalism explanations rely hdgvwbn exogenous influences.
The change comes from outside and the institutimegpond. Broad historical
processes, slow changes in policy paradigms, a@edhimtional pressures are the main
causes for institutional dynamics according to $icisool (Thelen 1999).

The strand of sociological institutionalism ideig# three source of change
through the three types of organizational isomanphi(coercive, mimetic and
normative). The three types have different mechmasi®f action and strength of
external influence. (DiMaggio and Powell 1991). ids rooted in organizational
studies sociological institutionalism employs vedetailed descriptions of the
phenomena and follows closely the empirical datee Works of March and Olsen
(1976, 1989), classified under the label of normmainstitutionalism (Peters 1999)
emphasize the logic of appropriateness as undgrigie nature of institutions and
changes in the assumed appropriateness produceguashel institutional change. In
short, the various institutionalist theories suggesme mechanisms of institutional
change, but in the most cases the impetus for eéhaoignes from external variables.

The major differences may be found in the focus,ftrces of reform and the
level of analysis. Subsequently, different expeéotest stem. Actor-based
explanations, common for rational choice institnéillsm, see change in the
participants of the game as the primary sourcehainge. Structure-based models
draw attention to the fact that individual actienembedded in social structures and
expect institutional resistance against any imp&iushange. The rational choice and
sociological strands see a particular set of rates single organization as an object of
analysis, while HI investigates commonly the transfation of policy sectors. With
the change of level of analysis, the predictionsualihe rate and nature of reform
alter. What seems a fundamental reform from thepesmtive of the affected actor
may appear marginal change from a systems perspdétnill and Lenschow 2000).
In most of the versions, however, change is exoggndifficult to implement, and
rare. It is generally assumed that political areangnts are unusually hard to change
(Pierson 2000).
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Knill and Lenschow argue (2000) that changingléwel of analysis should be
followed by adoption of different strand of institnal theories, keeping the actor-
based approaches for the micro-level, and strudtased accounts for the macro
level. Other attempts to bridge the gap betweerafimoaches include the paper of
Linder and Rittberger (2001) where through the ofséhe concept of legitimacy it
becomes possible to integrate some of the propasitdf the diverse institutionalist
literature. But combining parts of divergent thesrruns the risk of introducing
inconsistency in the theoretical framework and aidgpcontradictory assumptions.
Having this in mind in the following pages | wilfgsent shortly an analytical model
of institutional change in public administrationsked on insights from the literature
discussed. The elaboration of the model will alleencrete hypotheses to be

presented and checked against the empirical inflcoma

The theoretical model

| start with the assumption that individuals aatianal and act to maximize
their utility. But the bounded rationality (Simor®48) and information costs rarely
allow the interactions between the actors to td&eepin perfect information settings.
So, institutions are re-occurring patterns of béavestablished because it is
unfeasible every time individuals to properly cédte their expected utility from each
interaction. Once established institutions becorakert for granted (become
institutionalized), although later in time they magt be an optimal solution. The
process of institutionalization is primarily a pess of standardization, thus reducing
uncertainty. Still, the agents have the power shape the rules and may do so if the
legitimacy of the institution is low, or if it noohger fits into the logic of
appropriateness.

In the case of administrative reform, the politideadership of the
administration is the main actor. The actors etddisvith political authority over
institutional changes are the major independenabba. According to this proposition
a change in the organizational structure of govemnshould follow change of
political leadership. By political leadership | nmeaot only a change of government,
but also changes of the political heads of departspe&hanges of ministers within the
same government. The new ministers have differegfepences, different strategies,
and different information available. So, they reysh the institutions, in this case the

organizational structure of the central executivgaaizations, to maximize their
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utility. The institution adapts to the changeshe aictors. Changes within the system
of central government reflect changing power baandf the preference of the
politicians in charge is a different organizatiosat-up or procedure rules, they will
change the old rules. The preference for changeeher, can not be assumed by
default. There must be clear incentives for thétip@ns to conduct a reform. Then

we have the first hypotheses.

Hypothesis 1: Changes in the core executive stractollow changes in political

leadership, if the politicians in charge prefer ferent set-up.

Up to now, only one group of actors has been dhtced, it acts in an
institutional vacuum, and only one round of thega:ss takes place. If institutions are
standardized patterns of behavior and social iotera then by establishing
institutions the politicians make commitments te gublic that certain ways of doing
things will happen with much greater probabilityhen, if we introduce repeated
rounds of interaction between successive genesmtbmolitical leadership, we may
conclude that by making institutional commitmentsiticians make promises that
certain rules should be respected over along pefitiche. For example by increasing
the organizational autonomy of one department,attters want to send a message
that politicians will not intervene in the work the department. If the game is played
once and if the new generation of actors’ dominsimategy is to change the
institution, the result will be a change. But tlugtcome is not Pareto-efficient
because the benefits of institutional commitment t{ie example — organizational
autonomy) are lost.

The trust game (Majone 1997, pp. 145-146) offes®lation to the problem.
The presentation of Majone, followed here, leadditierent outcomés Let player A
and player B be two successive politicians in cearfyjsome organization of the core
executive and having the formal power to altemitganizational structure. Player A
has just come in office and has to decide whetherwb to change the organization.
Player A chooses whether to trust player B. Trgsis interpreted in the case as
relying that when player B comes in power the togtn will not be changed. A can

inform B that he will not conduct a reform, thugeoftrust, and will continue to do so

® See Table 2 for the structure of the game.
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until B also keeps the same promise. When oncerbmise is broken, however, the
result is change and sub-optimal outcomes for atiors. And next time for the
actor that did not honor the commitment will be ediifficult to gain the trust. So,
actors gain reputation honoring the trust of theeptactors. In a way, organizations
and institutions that have remained intact for Ipegiod also accumulate reputation,
or legitimacy.

In order to make the commitments more credible #wtors introduce
contracting and formalization of the trust. In tbase of public administration it
usually takes the form of statutes, rules of pracedand alike. But contracting is
always incomplete. We may expect that a lower eataformal trust (result of broken
commitments, or in the present case organizatiohahges) would correspond to a
higher level of formalization of the contracts. largument gives rise to the second

hypothesis:

Hypothesis 2: A history of constant administrativansformation increases the
formalization of the institutional commitments.t8tas (and other formal legal rules)
get more widely used, cover more topics and detaitsl increase the barriers to

change the institutions.

As the credibility of institutional commitments rexks every time a change is
introduced, after a certain period a process dfitui®nalization of “the rules to
change the rules” is also likely to occur. Howevéigher level” changes may be re-
produced, too. After the credibility of these cortments is also undermined,

constitutional changes may be expected.

Hypothesis 3: Periods of turbulent changes willft#owed by attempts to codify the

rules of the game (the higher level rules).

Politicians have the formal power over reform, Auteast in some cases they
are not the only actors in the filed. The civil \smrts may exercise considerable
influence. Usually it is assumed that bureaucratgehthe interest to expand their

organizations. A more subtitled interpretation béit preferences is presented by

" Majone reminds that there is no need the samesaiti@ngage in the game, because the “system of
reputation” is recorded in the entire history & thrganization, its culture, etc.
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Dunleavy (1991). Top-level bureaucrats, actingoraily, will maximize not the core
budget (personnel salaries, running costs, et¢.jneubureau budget, program budget
and the super-program budget. In organizationahgethis could be translated as
preference for controlling and supervising funcsipwhile limiting the core activities
to a few. In would lead not to fragmentation buintoreased complexity of the system

and more levels of control and supervision.

Hypothesis 4: Bureaucrats’ interests lead to theation of big organizational
structures with relatively autonomous units. Gelfigrahe process leads to integrated

complex structure.

The third type of actors | take into account irfte imodel is interest groups.
They will prefer the persistence of current ingigos, if they provide them with
mechanisms for influence. So, once they “capture’oeganization they will try to

protect the institutionalized influence and hinohestitutional changes.

Hypothesis 5: Organizations, subject to considezainifluence by interest groups,

tend to change slower and more difficult.

The interaction between the two groups is preseirtetiable 3. It predicts

certain outcomes of the deals about organizaticimahge.

The interest of the politicians to change instdng is conditioned on the
procedures established to regulate the proper @&mecwf change in the core
executive. Different procedures exist, having défe number of veto points, and thus
creating different constraints for the enactmemtedérms. The more complicated the

procedures, and the more formalized, the lowerdte of changes expected.

Hypothesis 6. Legislative procedures matter forrdte and nature of organizational
changes. More complicated procedures involving mat® points will reduce the

rate of change.

To sum up, we have three groups of actors — palitgcin charge, bureaucrats,

and interest groups. The politicians are the magents of reform and only strong
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bureaucracy and a few well-positioned interest gsomay reduce the rate and nature
of reform. Nevertheless, if the successive politicHicials can establish a trust
relationship, continuity will be achieved. A faiurto stick to the institutional
commitments will produce further change, lead toéased formalization of the rules,
and eventually lead to higher order changes of pimecedures to conduct
administrative re-organization.

The model does not take into account externalspres. Exogenous factors,
such as the influence of the European Union, ocadbinternational developments, are
intervening variables. They are utilized by theoestas important resources, still they
cannot account for the direction and scope of chandhey provide important
resources for the actors to make a change legeinitill, if the preference of the
external agency is not clear, specific, and enfte it can not produce independent
impact. The theoretical discussion identified a feaviables of possible significance

and the research methodology is tailored to tesptbposed relationships.

Research Methodology

The present thesis is a diachronic case-studyviérs a period of 12 years in
one country — Bulgaria. The research methodologyrasinded mainly in qualitative
methods. The research is interpretative — it tieesxplain organizational change and
persistence, rather than simply describe, or pilescHence, it could be classified as
historical explanatory. Normative implications dfetresults of the study are both

unintended, and implausible, in view of the limiteature of the research.

Operationalization of the dependent variable

Several competing labels of the focus of the reseanay be offered. These are
‘central administration’, ‘executive branch’, ‘machry of government’, ‘cabinet
system’, and ‘core executive’. The term prefernedhie research is ‘core executive’.
It offers certain advantages: it escapes the fast@limplications of ‘machinery of
government’ metaphor; it is more encompassing tharicabinet system’, still more
focused than ‘central administration’ or ‘executbv@nch’. The term ‘core executive’
is first introduced in modern political science Bjodes (1995) and it contains a
specific view and an implicit theory of the receidvelopments of the central
government. It covers the institutions of the cabsystem (prime minister, ministers,

ministries, personal/political cabinets/ council ministers’ administration), and the

24



plethora of modern organizational forms, which jpaet of the central administration,
but are not formally subjected to the top of theative branch (like central banks,
independent agencies, autonomous regulatory andgearent bodies). The problem
with this definition is that it is quite vague, aiid exact content is somewhat
arbitrary. Hence, | will calibrate the definitioro tthe case of Bulgaria. The
operationalization is based on the current legainfwork, specifying the types of
central government organizations. Although suchnaentory was not present prior
to 1999, the then existing organizational formsenesle the characteristics of one of
the legally recognized ones. The institutions ideld are the prime minister and
his/her supporting administration, the council ahisters, ministers/ministries, inter-
departmental councils, state agencies and commissid executive agencies. As the
list contains more than 150 individual organizasiosome selection of the cases to be
presented in more detail is inevitable.

The dependent variable of the research is orgaoiedt persistence and change.
Theoretically, we may list an inventory of the pbis changes of interest to the
study. The methods used in the research do noivale inclusion of informal
changes and changes in attitudes, beliefs, andsadkthat | am interested in is formal
organizational change. The inventory of possiblangies ranges from internal re-
organizations to complete transformation or abafisht of certain organizations. It
presents the values than the dependent variablehanag. Each of the organizations
identified in the previous section are investigaitedearch of changes according to
this list. The fate of individual organizations timced, which provides a basis for
analysis for the overall development of the insittiu of the ‘core executive’.

The presented operationalization of the centralcepts has one major
advantage: it is methodologically possible the vae¢ information to be acquired.
According to the Bulgarian legislation, in force the whole period under study, all
the relevant changes are to be approved by abeahinistries, Council of Ministers,
or Parliament, depending on the nature of the foamsation; and the acts should be
published in the Bulgarian State Gazette. This irequent is observed in practice.
Thus, a review of the issues of the Official Jolifoa the period under study allows
the pooling of data with high degree of reliabilitgomprehensiveness, and

consistency. The existing legal-informational datds further facilitated the task of
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finding the data. The Bulgarian Juridical Encycldip was used for the period from
1999 to 2002. For the years between 1990 and 2@0Ciela information system was
used. Other sources were consulted to address shomgsmof the selected
databases.

In practice however even the use of databases ataguarantee one hundred
percent accuracy of the data, as occasional lapsd¥ data have been detected.
Especially prior to 1999, a wide variety of actsl lieeen regulating the organizational
set-up of central executive institutions. The ubelearly identifiable documents as
statutes is common only after the enactment oAtdhainistration Law.

The data has been crosschecked for omissiongeonsistencies through the
brief historical notes found on most of the welesiof the relevant organizations.
Unfortunately, no synthesized accounts of the tumsbnal transformations are
available. That is why the first-hand gatheringha# primary information is important
for the explanatory phase. As the evidence is c@tk using original documents, it
has a scientific value of its own, and the quadityhis work conditions the relevance
of the explanations.

The information gathered includes the name ofdfganization undergoing
transformation; the legal argumentation for a clearig any); the nature of the
changes (according to the inventory presented 3dpdeage of entry into force; date of
actual enactment (if available), act with which tbleange is passes, whether it

involves change of the statutes, etc.

Presenting the data

The objective of the descriptive phase is two-faddtrace individual changes,
and to examine the development of the whole sysfemmonvenient way to present
the information in view of these aims is to uséharts, based on the one employed in
Davis et a(1999). The x-axis presenting the temporal dimansibe transformation
of different organizations is charted along tima. this way we may grasp the
dynamics of the entire system and parameters sscbvarall fragmentation or
integration. Still, the particular modifications @ach unit are traceable. Sector
comparisons are also enhanced. But the general imbb complex that only selected

parts are presented in the appropriate chapters.

8 http://www.infotel.bg/juen
® http://ciela.net
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All these efforts, however, amount to the accurdiscription of the
investigated phenomena. The ambitions of the reBego beyond this, and now | will
deal with the methodology employed to find explaova of the observed
developments.

The difficulties involved in such a diverse methlodfical strategy are result
of the lack of widely accepted theoretical framekvagxplaining institutional
persistence and change. Even if the present résedheoretical framework is based
on the interplay of rational group of actors, itymaot overlook potential evidence
made visible by other approaches. In order explamsitto be derived a sector by
sector approach is adopted. This allows the commpariof a large number of
individual decisions on organizational transformati The sector-by-sector analysis
identifies the major patterns and will point oug thnost important variables.

The thesis presents a basic theoretical modehsiitutional change. This
model is reconsidered on several occasions duhirgrésearch in order a balance
between parsimony and comprehensiveness to bevadhiblo answer can be given
to the question which comes first: the theory @r data. Although the specific aim of
the research is to provide explanation of the dgwekent of the core executive in
Bulgaria, some kind of theory testing is inevitaliberegard to the lack of widely
accepted paradigm of institutions that the reseeocid endorse.

In addition to the survey of legal documents, theearch included numerous
informal conversations with Bulgarian high civilrgants and academics. Also,
political programs, government strategies, andoverikinds of policy documents and
newspaper articles have been consulted.

To sum up, the research employs qualitative metloggotrying to explain
patterns of institutional transformation. The nataf the research is limited in both its
scope and methods. However, the applicability efrésults to other cases is possible,
as | will try to move beyond the detail of everymgle minor transformation. The
purpose of the study is to explain the course aue f reform in Bulgaria, but it also

evaluates the explanatory power of competing brasci institutionalsm.
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CHAPTER 3
PERSISTENCE AND CHANGE IN THE CORE EXECUTIVE

The empirical research produced fascinating resb#s run contrary to both
intuition and scientific expectations. The adopaggroach — diachronic investigation
of the properties of the whole system — revealeatgsses that would have been
neglected if a single organization, or a set ofaaigations, were to be investigated.
The data records constant high-rate changes rutthinggh the core executive. The
rate of small-scale transformations is high enot@imake us think that there is no
such phenomenon as “a current state of organiZatibe only stability is somehow
found in the regular changes. At the same timeethae striking examples of
organizations that are severely restructured oreraéwoccasions, but manage to
survive, disguised under a different name, orgaiw@al form or position within the
executive, for a period, far extending the timefeaai the research. It is too easy to
conclude that under the layer of permanent refdh@re exists a deep institutional
structure, invulnerable to transformation effoBsch an image is too simplistic and it
leads to a methodological dead-end, as we arevidftno clue what a “real” change
means. The gathered information sketches a conmidéxre, difficult to grasp with a
few statistics.

The structure of the core executive reveals thesef various reform periods.
The mere efforts to introduce coherence in the esystare recorded in the
organizational structure simply as another laydre Tnetaphor of many-layered,
sediment structure is not new in institutional stsd It reminds of the garbage-can
models of March and Olsen (1976), as it exempliffesinstitutionalization of flows
of ideas and interests, problems and decisionsingpfrom various sources at various
points in time. But are we to be surprised by #émwpirical chaos?

The answer is negative, if the core executive systeconceptionalized as a
massive exercise in rationalization of the wortdtHe creating of central departments
to deal with certain social phenomena, the soc@ldvitself is defined, sliced into
domains, and organized in order to be managed.dmg@arder on the chaotic world
is a major task of government. However, there #ferdnt views of the world. If we
were to deal with objective reality out there sorhere, a definitive structure of the
executive would maybe emerge, reflecting trial amcbr, and achieving marginal

efficiency at some point, with the effect of fraegithe organizational structure.
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Exactly because reality is translated, interpreted]| codified into the organizational
structure of the core executive, the central gavemi system becomes an arena of
competing worldviews. In another sense, competingridviews (or local
rationalities) may be employed as resources inrtsffio reform single organizations.
The organizational changes data is far from an enxaddhe executive as fulfillment of
a rational, consistent, top-down master-plan witleva local anomalies. The task of
government is so complex, that the organizatiotralcture, in its details if not its
major components, is constantly in question. Inntuthe uncertainty enables
interested agents to impose their decisions optblelem of organizing social reality
on the core executive system.

This discussion at first sight has little to do lwithe presentation of the
empirical information it is supposed to introduddowever, it has important
consequences and justifies the approach adoptée ichapter. At first, the pooling of
the data was meant to be almost self-explanatorypréperly designed table,
complemented by a database with the organizatidmahges details, should be clear
enough to require little explanation. However, tt@mplexity of the data (large
number of organization included in the study, largember of the events under
investigation, etc.) blurs the clarity expectedirtabular arrangement. That is why |
will keep the general presentation of the resultstlie appropriate sections and turn
to in-detail discussion of several groups of orgations. The clustering of the
organizations (according to their status within twee executive) implies that the
cases gathered under one heading have similadiséaguishing them from the rest
of the observations. While this could be the c#ise,next chapter will focus on the
problem. For now, the classification serves onipare comprehensive presentation
of the results and more clarity in the descriptdithe processes. So, in the remaining
part of the chapter | will deal consequently witie tcouncil of ministers, as a
decision-making body and an administration, theriaepartmental councils attached
to the council of ministers, the ministries, thatstcommissions and state agencies,
and with the executive agencies. The descriptiohef system in its development
during the last 12 years will lay the foundatiorighe analysis contained in the next

chapter.
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The Council of Ministers: At the Heart of the Execuive Machine

The Council of Ministers is the central organizatithe spider in the web of
the core executive. The term is used in diffen@@anings. First, it denotes the
highest decision-making body in the hierarchy @& é&xecutive. Secondly, it refers to
the administration of the Council of Ministéfs or the organization charged with
providing support for the meetings of the Coun€X course, such a simplistic
distinction is difficult to find in practice. Theverall historical development of the
administration has added substantial new taskshi®administration of the Council
of Ministers. The general rise of prime-ministenmiwer means that the council of
ministers takes responsibilities to assist the ermminister. In the European cabinet
systems the council of ministers plays various goleving different accents in its
work. Its influence and potential also varies (refee). It could be regarded,
however, as the single most important organizatghin the core executive, as the
prime minister is an institution, but surely not@ganization.

The Bulgarian council of ministers developed fraan organization of
secondary significance into a multi-functional, gdex organization, charged with
various tasks, and maybe because of that lackirigaa identity, strong independent
power, and organizational capacity to play a deeisole in the public administration
system in Bulgaria. The frequent changes of itsustanriched and extended its
competences, and at the same time prevented ttuiimhalization as autonomous
locus of power.

It should be noted that the potential influencettad council of ministers is
significantly higher in cabinet systems. The choiok the cabinet system as
organizational principle for the executive camé‘raegtural” institutional choice after
the fall of the communist regimes in most of themoies from Central and Eastern
Europe. Cabinet systems are the rule in Europe ekcg¢ption worldwide (Blondel
and Muller-Rommel 1997). So the choice is hardlgttmal”, but its explanation falls
beyond the limits of the current research. Howetles, system choice has important
consequences for the development of the counahiaofsters. By default, in cabinet

systems its role and responsibilities are different

19 For simplicity, from now on | will use “Council dflinisters” (with capital letters) for the collegjia
body, and “council of ministers” (with regular lets) for the administration of the Council of
Ministers.
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The conclusion is evident if we look at its pasitiin Bulgaria before the
enactment of the Constitution of 1991. In the comisturegime the Council of
Ministers has been explicitly subordinated to tketeSCouncil, the highest institution
in the hierarchy of the communist totalitarian staAs a result, substantive policy-
making has been practically exempted from its caemmes. The co-ordination role
has been also minor, as the apparatus of the comtrmarty de facto exercised co-
ordination functions. So, the role of the Bulgariemuncil of ministers has been
technical, limited and formal. For the 12 yearscsinthe regime change, the
transformation is great; still the natal inefficoégs may be seen. A summary of the
development is presented in Figure 1.

The Constitution lays the foundations of the tgibn and introduces its
governing role. It does not go into detail, thougHeaves much room for flexibility.
For example, the exact number and names of thesimes are not specified. The
basic tasks of the Council of Ministers are enuneeraas well as some procedural
matters. As a whole, however, the focus is on tiesrgoverning the election of the
cabinet and his/her dismissal, and its relatiorshapthin the wider governance
system. Organizational matters are left unsetfldtk first statues, regulating the
functions, rules of procedure and organization fafhthe council of ministers were
passed in 1993.

Several important points from the first statuesetiee more attention. First of
all, it is quite short, regulating only small parft the issues, regulated by the next
statues. In general, the tendency is towards mudenzore detailed regulation. As of
1993, the main issue to be specified is the proegdwles of the Council of
Ministers. The structure of the organization itgelonly a minor theme. The single
most important feature in regard to the organimati® the distinction between
functional and service units within the structukdowever, no further details are
stipulated, except that the functional units de&hwegal, socio-economic, public
order, and local government matters. The last psisignificant, as we will see that it
gives the ground for the development of a dire¢tégrao-coordinating local and
regional governments from the offices of the coun€iministers. The first statutes
are salient, as they indicate lack of clear visiwout the role of the institution, and
because they contain some of the ingredients frdritlwthe present structure is
derived. For example, the figure of the secretayegal is introduced, as a head of

the administration of the council of ministers. &mémendments change the relative
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importance of the secretary general vis-a-vis thme minister, or the much later
established position of minister of state admiaisbn.

The first statutes were replaced by a new reguigbassed in 1995. The fact
that no amendments were passed in the 2-year pierigdrth mentioning. Moreover,
although the new act formally is completely newidkion, it builds on the first
statutes and incorporates much of the existingsrlMore importantly, it shares the
same ambiguity in regard to the major tasks, resipdities, and position of the
council of ministers. For the short time of its bggtion (roughly a year and a half), it
has been amended twice — an observation that is oadrerent to the general picture
of the changes in the core executive.

The statues from 1995 explicitly define the mpltipose role of the Council’s
administration. Article 8(2) stipulates that botietCouncil of Ministers, and the
prime minister (and also the deputy prime-minigteere assisted by the
administration. The move is towards shaping thencbwf ministers in a way that
may support the role of the prime minister. Theadticed position of spokesperson
of the prime minister is acting in the same di@ctiThe position of the secretary
general is slightly eroded. This conclusion may dsawn from the fact that the
authority over the internal organization of the mailiof ministers is explicitly given
to the prime-minister (reinforced with the amendisgnimportant organizational
innovations build upon the previous structure.ddition to the functional and service
departments, the press office, and the cabinetdacte political cabinets as later
established by the Law on Administration) of theéma minister and the deputy
prime-ministers are enumerated as constitutingsthecture of the organization. The
structure becomes more complex, but we see how different layers are
incorporated. The changes do not follow some aripdonsiderations. Rather, the
structure adapts to the new pressures and interéte exact number, tasks, and
personal of the internal units are not yet spetifiene act regulates in more detail the
procedural matters during meetings of the Coumdiile organizational questions are
still given minor attention.

The new statutes from 1996 mark continuity in rdga the elements under
investigation, although the nature and the styléhefdocument are quite altered. To
the organizational structure “single-purpose” clagsinits are added. Up to now we

have a quite complex structure of functional, sAglirpose, and service departments,
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the cabinets, the press office and the spokespessuhthe autonomous economic
units, parts of the service departments.

The statutes are amended on numerous occasiorsambBndments target,
among other things, to clarify the procedures f@paration and consultation of legal
acts. The designed rules reinforce the existintitin®nal structure: the legal unit in
the council of ministers is given powers to reviamd comment on the submitted
draft legislation. Similarly, the Legislation Couhat the Ministry of Justice is
supposed to ensure the consistency of the newldégis prepared. Yet, the co-
ordination structures and the relationship betwibendifferent elements are not very
clear. And they did not survive the reforms introeld with the Administration Law.

The statutes from 1999 mark a real difference etidnd the regulated issues
in scope and depth (the document itself is more théce as lengthy). Moreover, the
approach adopted and the underlying philosophyifsigntly changed. The act for a
first time sketches the organizational structureddtail, the position of minister of
state administration is introduced, the resporisdsl rights, and obligations of the
civil servants in the council of minister are stgged. Of course, the new statutes
reflect the new environment for public administraticreated with the Administration
Law and the Law on civil servants. It would be astake, however, to regard the
changes as simple process of adaptation to thegeewral legislative environment.
Until 2002 the statutes were amended more tham@sti which discredits the thesis of
reactive adaptation. On the contrary, the needdaptathe organization to the new
norms creates an opportunity the evergreen issbigewer distribution within the
organization (prime minister, minister of state amstration, secretary general), right
of access to the decision-making procedures, @tme bpen again.

The act codifies already existing practices andgrates various documents
relating to the work (and organizational environtheri the Council. If we focus on
the departmental structure, we could catch a gkmgkthe various components
pooled in the institution. First of all, there aneits managing the internal work of the
Council, the personal management, and the econanticities associated with the
work. On a second place come units directly suppprthe prime minister (the
political cabinet) and the Chancellery to some mixtdhe staff of these units is
constantly rising, reflecting the need to strengttiee capacity of the prime minister
to co-ordinate the machinery of government. Anottiass of directorates deals with

substantive policy-making. The State Administratialirectorate is extremely
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important in the field of administrative reformgtRegional Co-ordination directorate
is charged with co-coordinating the regional autie® (in Bulgaria there is no
system of meso-level of self-government), the Rulfirocurement directorate
oversees the process of public procurement inntiesgy of the pubic administration
system. The European Integration and Relations witternational Financial
Institutions directorates is extremely importantégard to the accession of Bulgaria
to the EU. In addition, there is a directorate oheplwith the administration of the
inter-departmental councils. So, we have at least fypes of units incorporated in
the structure of the council of ministers. Thesésuhave various tasks, various
control mechanisms, various degrees of involvenierthe every-day work of the
Council of Ministers.

The diversification reflects the historical preseand the changes in the
statutes described above. At the same time, itesdeouble for the consolidation of
the institution. The point is very well exemplifidny the dubious role of the Public
Relations directorate: the ambiguity whether ivesrthe prime-minister, the Council
of Ministers, or in a way the government as a whgldranslated into everyday
decisions and constant shift of focus. After dlisinot quite clear who is the master
of the house of the council of ministers. As adest there, and top of the executive,
the prime-minister by default is the highest autigorStill, the minister of state
administration has control over the day to day migrof the organization, shared
with the general secretary. In this atmospherenafedain and changing patterns of
control and co-ordination, the reshuffling of powelations on a personal basis in the
triangle leads easily to formal changes of thegwaiethe game. For example, in 2002
the position of the Secretary General was stremgithet the expense of the minister
of state administration. The change however wa®sulr more of the personal
closeness and trust between the Secretary Genadatha prime-minister, than of
concerns about continuity in the public adminigbrat

Even if we do not focus at the details, the higte rof changes of the statutes
pose important question: is the council of minstiestitutionalized at all? Assuming
that the statutes are supposed to provide certa@inty in a way, rigidity of the
organization, how should we interpret the findihgttonly in the year 2000 it was
amended 3 times. Even if we conclude that somén@famendments strengthen its
position (for example increase in personnel), tlegenfact that the rules are too easily

changed speaks clearly that the organizationaltitgeof the council of ministers is
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hardly insulated from the political struggles. Tateservation that the rate of changes
increases with the length of the statutes is assistent with the conclusion.

In short, the formalization of the statute of twncil of ministers in Bulgaria
cannot be interpreted straightforwardly as instnalization. Even the exact nature
of the changes does not matter — the message mattef change itself. During the
12 years since 1990 the council of ministers depadoas a diverse organization,
involved in policy networks managing public admirasion, regional government,
the application of information and communicatiochieologies in government, etc.
Its identity is however still unclear, and its auty as a single body is minimal. The
organizational structure is fragmentized, as a lresti the completely different
functions exercised by the different units. Frone tempirical data emerges the
conclusion that the Bulgarian council of ministéssa complex organization with
changing boundaries, identity, and growing impactan

These observations will be repeated in the disonssf the other institutions
of the core executive. In a certain way, the dguelent of the council of ministers
focuses and reflects the broader patterns fouriderBulgarian administration. As a
central locus of decision-making its identity ismddioned on the overall state of the
public administration. In turn, its inefficienciém co-ordination, oversight, control)
are transmitted back into the system. A strong cburf ministers may function as a
counterforce to the separatist tendencies of thestnies and departments. In more
analytical terms, the data portrays the core exezuais a system in the strong sense:
relationships in one part of the system are trawdlanto the other parts. A more
comprehensive account of this finding will be preed in the next chapter. For now,
I will continue with the presentation of the histal development of the next cluster
of organizations of the core executive in Bulgatize inter-departmental councils

attached to the Council of Ministers.

The Rise of Interdepartmental Councils

The interdepartmental councils (IDC) attached ® @ouncil of Ministers are
a set of organizations established to deal witlpecific question or to co-ordinate
policy-making at the central level and to assunmeegal oversight of agencies in the
field. The archetypal model of IDC is found in tBeitish administrative tradition
where they play extremely important functions aagehnwide autonomous decision-

making powers. This is not the case in Bulgariaspgite their proliferation in the
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years after the fall of the communist regime, tmele remains secondary, and many
of them serve merely as institutionalized chanmngisrested parties to express their
“voice”. But the impact on policy-making remains noi. Before we trace the
development a few considerations must be given. @$tablishment of IDC is
relatively easy, as the procedure does not redhieesanction of the Parliament
(although some of the councils are created by lawkgir input into the policy-
making process is rarely explicitly protected. Hinathe IDC are often the umbrella
of policy networks, and as such are conditionedttan development of the whole
structure of institutions managing certain domain.

IDC are not popular institutions during the commstmule. Nevertheless,
there are some examples, and more importantly teesmples show great capacity
for survival. The most striking case is the Centammission for Fight with the
Anti-social Behavior of Minors, established in th880-s and found in the current
system, also. The Council for the National Radiegeency Spectrum, under different
names, also is a relic from the time before 199%négally, once established, even as
an ad hoc bodies, the IDC show remarkable potemtiasurvive, disguised and
transformed. The empirical data provides only oxamgle of abolishing an IDC —
the Council for Scientific and Technological Poliey established in 1998 and
functioning until 2002 when its tasks are trangfdrro a ministerial level. The overall
pattern is that once created, the IDC are reforom$equently in regard primarily to
the access rules, but continue to exist (at leastdrly). A nice case is the Council
for Computer Problem 2000, apparently an ad hocykibdt nevertheless is later
incorporated in the Co-ordination Council for Infaation Society. The co-ordination
Council for Information Society itself is creatadMarch 1998 (under the name Co-
ordination Council for the Problems of InformatiSociety), abolished and recreated
under the new name in 2000.

Although the relative stability, some of the ID€ aeformed constantly. The
Interdepartmental Council for the Defense Induatrg Mobilization of the Country’s
statutes are changed more than 15 times since IB®3.National Council for
insurance’s statute is changed 8 times since 10@86the other end of the spectrum
the Council for Regional Development, established 999, is functioning under the
same rules now (only one minor change detected).

A simple functional typology of the existing IDC stuinclude at least three

categories. First of all, there are councils crdte deal with a specific short-term

36



problem that manage to remain active for a longopeof time (Interdepartmental
expert council for overcoming the unwanted effeotsabolishing mines, Central
commission for fight with the anti-social behaviof minors). Consultation with
interested parties is the rationale behind the tem¢® of another group of
organizations, the most prominent of which is ttexil for Tripartite Co-operation
(forum for dialogue between the government andrépgesentative organizations of
the employers and the syndicates). Other exampt#sde the Council for Regional
Development, Council for Structural Policy, etc.eThargest group consists of
organizations dealing with sectors requiring highocdination, as customs, border
control, internal state financial control, Europeiategration, security. It may be
observed that in policy areas where executive agsritave been established, also
IDC are envisaged (work conditions, health, naosptinsurance). The last remark in
regard to the types of IDC is that often the regmients stemming from the accession
process are addressed by the creation of IDC.

Summarizing, the total number, as well as diversifylDC increased during
the period under study. Some of the bodies exsh fithe communist regime but most
of them are created in the period in the period7i8999 (a second peak in 2002).
They proliferate in areas where high level of cdiaation of the various government
departments is required (customs, security, publider, European integration,
financial control), as well as in sectors whereietat actors have institutionalized
access to policy-making (health, labor and so@alusty). The existing information
sheds doubt in their effectiveness. It seems tfiahdheir inception is no more than
symbolic action to address a short-term problene (& creation the IDC for
Administrative Modernization in 2003 after the icpites of the European Commission
for the pace of administrative capacity developmertie IDC are a specific aspect of
the system of core executive that may be expediediite its importance in the

overall machinery. For now they are complementasitutiong™.

Ministries: Reshuffling the Building Blocks
The ministries remain the main building blocks bk tcore executive in
Bulgaria. That is why even minor changes bear ex@¢rénportance. The creation or

closure of an IDC may not hurt a lot because itliespthe recruitment/dismissal of a

1 Wwith the possible exception of the National Colfwi Ethnic and Demographic Issues
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few administrative assistants and time from theedakes of policy-makers. The costs
of a transfer of a department from one ministryatwther, however, imply much
higher costs, and disturb the whole machinery ofegoment. As indicated in the
literature review chapter there is surprisingliidiacademic interest in the division of
portfolios and the ministerial system. My argumisrthat these are matters of intense
importance, both for practical and scientific pugs, and the evolution of the
Bulgarian ministries will be examined in detail.

During the communist regime the ministries are ectbjo endless experiments
and re-engineering. The discontinuity is remarkaMeistries are created, merged,
divided, or abolished with ease and speed beyopdstamdard (Blondel and Muller-
Rommel 1997 and 2001). The ever-going reform ngetires the ministerial structure
sometimes within months. The tendency leads toetkistence of more than 20
ministries at one point and their sudden reductcoa dozen at another. The cycles
are short, and there seems to be enormous desireféom, and little patience to see
to results of it. The exceptional dynamics is em®re surprising in view of the lack
of political change on the top of the communistesta

In the last reform prior to the regime collapséid 988, the cycle reaches one
if its lowest points and only 10 ministries aret lef function. Even the Ministry of
Finance, usually considered untouchable, is abedishThe system from 1988
represents a template for the further developmethe next 12 years. The results of
the research in regard to the historical develogroéthe ministries are presented in
Figure 2. We could clearly see the two major charigtics of the process: instability
and overall growth of the number of ministries.lISthe total number is within the
limits of the East and West European experienag sagnificantly lower than the one
found in non-cabinet systems (Protsyk 2003).

The data shows a group of ministries that live ulgitothe period without any
major change: Interior, Foreign Affairs, Defenseq dustice (with the exception of a
short period when it is called Ministry of Justeed Legal Euro-integration), Health.
These ministries constitute a core within the systieat is highly institutionalized and
difficult to change. Their protagonists come frohe testablishment of the modern
Bulgarian state. What is also common is that thesgeel of these ministries is
highly specialized, distinct from the other pubkenployees and civil servants.
Diplomats, military and public order officials, medl doctors, and the jurisprudence

specialists staffing the Justice ministry are geobpving the tradition and means of
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autonomous power; they are relatively well-orgadjadentifiable and embedded into
the social structures. The ministry of financeemits re-establishment must be added
to the group, although its stability comes mayloenfthe pivotal position in the whole
government machinery: a position affirmed by chanigethe legislation and budget
procedures.

A second group comprises ministries that exist,oime configuration or
another, during all the time, but still are subjectransformations and adjustments. In
this group is the Ministry of Education and Sciendée see periods when general
education forms a separate ministry, and times w@eiture is attached to its
portfolio. The agriculture ministry is also quitealsle, only Forests being separated
into an autonomous unit, and Food Production bgiag of the responsibilities at
some point. Once established, the existence oMihéstry of Environment remains
unquestioned and Waters are added in its appellaiitle ministry of regional
development is constantly renamed, the changestiaffelittle its portfolio. The
ministry of social care/policy is another examplealative stability in organizational
terms. Transport and Communications are also damhaving firm basis in the
ministerial structure, despite the shifting accemtihe work of the organization.

The third group encompasses areas that are stitherway towards stable
institutionalization on a ministerial level. Thevgonance of economic relationships is
the one most often restructured with consequenmethé ministerial configuration.
Bulgaria inherits from the communist regime extrgnfeagmented institutional set-
up in regard to industry and economy. Moreover,uhéerlying ideology of the role
of the state in the management of economy is m@shalically changed. The data
shows that the new policy paradigm, whatever itisstranslated difficultly into
organizational structures. At first, separate ntirgs for external economic relations,
and industry, trade and services co-exist. Somts pérthe present portfolio are also
found in other institutions. A special ministry tohde and tourism exists up to 1999.
In 1999, following the change of cabinet membdre, mega-ministry of economy is
established, integrating the current organizatidie choice seems stable, but only
until we look at the internal re-organizationstie tministry that follow at tremendous
speed. Besides, politicians and interest grouptopresegularly the appropriateness of
the mega-structure and promote its separation ws#weral ministries. While

assessment of the efficiency of the alternativétutgonal designs is not an objective
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of the research, it may be noted that integratismt&gration of the economic
ministries is a common response to economic ditiest

The recently (re)established ministry of Energy dfmkergy Resources is
another case of institutional dynamisms and lack fiohl decisions on the
organizational form to govern the energy domain.ekery restructuring of the
ministerial configuration it is a likely candidate be transformed. The rest of the
periphery of the ministerial structure is populateyl the Ministry of Youth and
Sports, yet to prove its stability, and the domagispublic administration and
European integration that although having a minist® not have for now
corresponding ministry.

The analysis so far is targeted the ministerialfigoiration. If we look into
more detail for organizational changes within thdividual ministries, the picture
becomes even more complicated. If there is a “pictat all: the changes are so many
that analysis of any ministry at any point of timihin the research limits is likely to
catch a temporary situation with unstable pararsetesr example, the statutes of the
ministry of finance in force from 1991 to 1999 ammended 20 times. The statutes
from 1999 are amended at least 10 times till 20D0Rese figures capture the
dynamics, still they do not even include the change organizations part of the
ministry — as the tax administration. To take apotbxample — the relatively stable
ministry of foreign affairs has three statues frd@®9 to 2002 and a few changes of
each statute.

A possible interpretation of the dynamics may asda on functional basis. As
the inherited ministerial configuration and the amizational structure of individual
ministries are inappropriate for the new realiteathe fall of the communism, an
extensive reform is needed. Exactly this point hewever, discredited by the
empirical data. First of all, the system is famfrgstable during the totalitarian regime.
Secondly, there is no long-term strategy to design reform: no analysis of the
starting point, no priorities set, no final stagevisaged. Next, the changes do not
point in the same direction. Rather, cycles of mafoare present. The last objection to
the functionalist argument is that the individualadl changes are not co-ordinated on
a system level. The logic underlying the dynamisntoibe found outside the reform
rhetoric.

Notwithstanding these observations, some patnse seen. The ministries

are getting rid of some activities, like the mamagat of state property or their own
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leisure facilities (the ministries of justice, econy, defense, etc.) More importantly,
substantive domains are delegated to executivetred bodies, insulated from direct
control from the ministry. In areas like reseamtmtrol and oversight, and regulation,
the agentification is most pronounced. But thersigmificant variation of the degree
to which the ministries have been unloaded frontfions and prerogatives. In order
to illustrate this development, a more thoroughestigation, looking beyond the

major institutions of the core executive, is needed

State Agencies and State Committees

State agencies and state committees are instisutbrthe central executive,
occupying the next steps in the hierarchy after theistries. The hierarchy is
symbolic, but also institutionalized with acts likbe register of administrative
structures, the ranking of civil servants, etc. Aidhas some very practical
implications, as differences in the salaries ofdivé servants. The main difference is
however that the managers of these organizationsoti@ttend the meetings of the
Council of Ministers.

Although their status is formerly recognized fibst the Administration Law,
state commissions and committees are a widely irsgiutional set-up during the
communist reign. Although their status is not reged until 1999, they are a common
feature of the organizational landscape of the etkez for a long time. The
Administration Law defines state agency as admatisin directly subordinated to
the Council of Ministers, a separate legal enfityanced by the budget. It performs
functions that are not performed by a ministry ikt 47) — a weird definition,
conditioned on the definition of a ministry, whidm turn is defined as an
administration supporting a minister. The amendseftom 2000 of the
Administration Law introduce ambiguity in the appimhent procedures for the chiefs
of the state agencies, as article 47 (4) postuthtashe/she is selected by the Council
of Ministers, while the amended article 47 (6) esathat the appointment is done by
the prime-minister. As a whole, the legal statughef state agencies is unclear and
allows much leeway for design.

State commissions are collegial bodies that cdnddattached to a specific
minister or to the Council of Ministers. They atmétionally defined as performing

control and registration tasks, delegated by a B@y.they are s step further in the
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delegation of executive prerogatives to organiretibaving some autonomy in the
management of day-to-day activities.

The typology introduced in the Administration Lawvan effort to classify the
existing institutional variety. It is rather a telafe imposed on the reality than a
scheme derived from the existing practices. Asresequence, we can not expect the
real organizations to fit neatly in the legal défons; the typology provides an
approximation and descriptive tool. But, comparthg development of these two
types of executive organizations, we may find danpg differences.

Tracking the historical record of state agenciesfiwd the same patterns as in
the ministerial evolution. High rate small changesl restructuring every 3 years are
the rule. The State Agency for Bulgarians Abroacgle from the communist times,
is transformed almost by every government, but resnactive under various names
and forms. The Refugee Agency in a like manneesructured in 1999, 2000, and
2002. Even the State Agency for Metrology and TeinControl, at first sight an
unlikely candidate for political attention, is teflarmed markedly 2 times only since
1999, not counting the seven amendments of thecggestatute between 2001 and
2002. Another important observation is that theredmetimes changes of their status
from agency (attached to a minister) to a state@géState Agency for Bulgarians
Abroad) and from a department within a ministrystate agency (State Agency for
Civil Protection).

In contrast, the state commissions illustratetingdastability and continuity.
Most of them receive the legal status of state c@sions during the year 2000.
Although they are not completely exempted from nveation, in the framework of
the Bulgarian public administration the changesmoelest and rare. The important
exception of the pattern is the State CommissiorEftergy Regulation but it will be
dealt with separately in the next chapter.

Looking into the details, however, we miss anothtendency. The
Administration Law creates, in addition to the omkscussed so far, the group of
executive institutions established by law or a deaf the Council of Ministers. It is a
group apparently designed to pool the cases thabtét into any of the other types.
As such it should have been used only in excepticineumstances. The opening in
the system, once created, is used in the oppos#etidn. At present, the research
found 5 state agencies and 7 state commissionsgithg of “others” comprises at

least 11 organizations. The special status givgempnity for special privileges and
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different entry in the registers, pay tables, és. most of the institutions are not
designed completely from scratch but have a pres$ece mentioned in a law or
decree, they have the formal basis to enter thectapgroup”. But the status change
comes at the expense of reduced clarity, straightianess and transparency of the
whole machinery of government.

To complete the topography of the core executihe, next section will

analyze the increasingly used organizational fofrexecutive agency.

Executive Agencies

An institution that does not have an exact coynaerin the times before the
democratic change, the executive agency is an atrmv in the Bulgarian
government machinery. It is based on the approatiocated by the new public
management and incorporates characteristics ofateribusiness) and public
organizations. It is supposed to provide a conailder degree of managerial
autonomy and organizational independence. Of couhgeideal type leaves much
room for variation in the actual set-up, as it niyseen from the experience of the
West (OECD) countries (OECD 1999).

On Bulgarian soil the executive agencies quicldg in number and they are
found suitable for organizations with diverse fuoes and background. The major
group is composed of former units of larger insiias, dealing specifically with the
property in the hands of the institution (e.g. Exe@ Agency Diplomatic Property).
The executive agencies providing services alsoirfiadl this category (e.g. Executive
Agency Military Clubs and Information). The goverem research and
documentation bodies form another group (InstitotePublic Administration and
European Integration, Centre for Translations arditirify, National Centre for
Environment and Sustainable Development, the récemstablished ICT
Development Agency, Institute for European Inforimaand Research).

The domains where most of the executive agenaiest@ be found are
economy, transport, agriculture and defense. Intrdu@sport sector the path towards
the adoption of executive agencies is especialgarcl road transport, maritime
transport and aviation evolve from directorateshimitthe Ministry of Transport
thorough special units of the ministry towards exee agencies. The same could be
said for Executive Agency Roads at the MinistnRefgional Development and Public

Works. The pattern in the economy sector is moreleamn. The present executive
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agencies attached to the Ministry of Economy havgires in diverse organizations,
ranging from the Industry Centre in Moscow, to Tleairism Promotion Agency.

The brief overview is enough to show that the ekee agencies
accommodate quite wide range of organizations.leLitan be said about their
stability, which is even more important in the ca$executive agencies, as they are
supposed to be insulated from political intervemtio regard to the organization of
the work. Mostly established after 1997 the exeeutigencies’ statutes are amended
regularly, yet the changes do not amount to distngdtheir stability in general
terms. It is worthy to note that most of the orgations, created with the support of
the EU, are designed as executive agencies; #atcspeaks in favor of their relative
autonomy. As they exist from too short time thowjhaightforward conclusions
should be avoided.

Conclusions

In this chapter the historical development from @99 2002 of the Bulgarian
executive was presented in short. The organizdtiohanges in the government
machinery were traced and analyzed. The presentaédm was to be comprehensive
enough to highlight the major tendencies, re-odagrpatterns of development, and
hidden processes in order to lay a firm basis xptanatory analysis. The data-set on
which the description is based allows further dgtand different interpretations.
Following close the empirical information, a fewngealizations can be made so far.
The accumulated small individual changes amousbtoe development seen from a
system level. Thus, the perspective is changed fahnile

If one thing is for sure, it is that the Bulgariarecutive institutions became
much more formalized during the 12-years periodeiifimission and objectives,
procedural matters, organizational structures,nftiteg and so on were increasingly
scrupulously written down in statutes and other utloents. The legislative
environment became more strict and explicit. Theermal relationships and the
communications with other organizations are nowulagd and subject to control
according to explicit procedures. The formalizatimainly comes from horizontal
reforms targeting human resources management, bodgelaw-drafting and
information management.

To some extent due to the increasing formalizattbe, internal structure of

the executive institutions became more alike. Heacprocess of standardization is
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identified. In 2002 the organizational features #yend similar across units from
different sectors and enjoying different legal s$atThe Administration Law may be
seen as the turning point, however the procesacgable from the early 1990-s. At
the same time the standardization is underminedthgy success of individual
organizations to develop special statues. The ayfchggregative/integrative reforms
of March and Olsen (1989) is observable in practicghe early 1990-s a process of
standardization and formalization may be seenp¥ad by haphazard development
of a wide range of organizations. In the end ofdbeade the initiated administrative
reform enumerated the only appropriate organizatidorms, starting a process of
consolidation. Since then, in turn some organirstimanage to find space to develop
particular characteristics and diversify the ranfjexecutive institutions.

The council of ministers underwent significant cofpe@® that resulted (no
finality implied) in the development of complex argzation, serving the prime
minister, the council of ministers, and making p@s in areas like public
administration reform and European integration.

The council of ministers is the hub of increasingniver of inter-departmental
consultative bodies, proliferating in areas likaltie and customs. But its potential to
compensate the co-ordination problems at the loégvernment is still weak.

The ministerial configuration is reshuffled on s&leccasions during the 12-
years period, with some ministries showing stapilind others being constantly
transformed. Figure 2 shows the development ofrtimésterial structure.

The state commissions and state agencies complethentgovernment
machinery and, especially the state commission shewarkable stability in the
background of constant changes in the system.

The high-rate of changes, small and fundamentahsacsectors and types of
organizations is the most evident and strikingifigd The number of changes goes, in
my opinion, beyond any theory-derived expectations.

The second lesson to be learned from the histonmastigation is that the
core executive is a system in the strong sense. cbheposing organizations are
intermingled, dependent on each other and formewdyg that questions the
appropriateness of analyses of single organizatiBhanges produced by exogenous
variables in one part of the system have consegsefar the whole system. The
development of executive agencies, for exampleenyirically linked with the

proliferation of inter-departmental co-ordinationdaconsultative bodies. Another
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observation captures different aspect of the argintee reform of the information
security management required changes in the ssabfiteumerous organizations.
Having outlined the most relevant findings, we eaproach the next chapter

that will try to offer an explanation of the phenema presented.
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CHAPTER 4 CAUSES OF ORGANIZATIONAL CHANGE: EXPLAINI NG
THE INSTITUTIONAL DYNAMISM

The aim of the chapter is to address the problemexpblaining the
organizational changes in the Bulgarian governnmmachinery. The theoretical
model, developed in Chapter 2, creates the framefeoranalysis. At the same time,
the explanatory part will try to stay as close assible to the empirical material. The
guestion what causes organizational change coustbpmached through inductive or
deductive methods. In this text, the analysis wéht the presented data as a test for
the theory. The hypotheses derived from the modklbe& projected on the actual
data and the fit will be examined.

In a nutshell, the proposed theoretical model sttte following. The political
leaders (of particular organizations) have an iticerto change the institutions once
they get the means to. This simple assumption takesaccount only the interplay
between generations of political leaders. On itsidyahe only way stability of the
institutions to be achieved is when the game iea&gd and the incentives of change
are discounted. However, the relationships are dddgk in institutional structures
that affect the outcomes. Differences in decisiakimg rules are expected to
produce variance. The existence of powerful buneaycmay hinder reforms. The
institution may be “captured” by interest groupspmoting stability while guiding
their institutionalized channels for influence. @nestablished, organizations are
expected to be more invulnerable to changes if tiese survived several rounds of
change in political leadership. On a system letved, hypotheses arise: second order
changes (changes of the rules governing the chaingeganizations) will follow the
amounting of broken institutional commitments. Extd influences will be ignored if
they guard stability and will be exploited whenythush for change. So, basically,
politicians in power will change the organizatiohem they want, if they can.

The plan of the chapter addresses the differergcagy this proposition. First,
the incentive of political leaders to change thgaoizational parameters will be
shown in the context of the Bulgarian public admstirsition. Next, the proposition for
institutional dynamism will be compared with thealarhe second order change will
be exemplified with the administrative reform. Tiest of the text will concentrate on
the “survivors” or cases that run contrary to theneral pattern of change. The

organizational development of the economy sectdir v employed as example of
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the general trend. The health and labor domaink chiéck the hypothesis for the
influence of interest parties. Finally, the wayesrtl pressures are accommodated

will be discussed.

Why Politicians Want to Change Public Organization8

The integrity and validity of the whole model issled on the assumption that
politicians that head a public organization wouldnivthe change it. In other words,
they must have a strong incentive to initiate nefor The incentive must be concrete,
direct, and powerful enough to motivate the effootslesign and enact the change. In
the case of the Bulgarian core executive the imeerns based on the opportunity
politicians have to manipulate the entry and emibithe organization in times of
organizational transformation. The opportunity s a way a lapse in the rules.
However, once found, the pattern was itself insthalized and become
unquestioned.

How is this possible? The case of the 1992 transdtion of the state
company Diplomatic Service into Bureau for Serna€¢he Diplomatic Corpus neatly
illustrates the point. It is one of the earliesamples found and the only one where
the traces of the process in detail are documeéntedhe sources on which the study
is based.

The story is the following. Recently after the cominto power of the first
democratic government in Bulgaria, a massive resiring of the executive is
initiated. As part of the reforms the issue of Btate Gazette N13 from 14.02.1992
records the decree of the Council of Ministerstfer abolishment of state company
for diplomatic services, and at the same time,aat @f the same act, the creation of
organization with slightly changed name and newustdt is also said the legal entity
takes the assets of the abolished unit, and tler @ntracts are transferred. The next
issue of the state gazette, however, contains amament that actually interprets the
last statement. It postulates that the transfoonawill be marshaled according to
Article 328 (1), p.1 of the Labor Code — which meaaccording to the legal
hypothesis of full liquidation of the legal entiffhe need for the special interpretation
actually shows that there is room for different lempentation of the organizational
reform, and that deliberately the liquidation regimas chosen. It basically allows the

new organization to freely hire and fire. The nieaders may select the personnel.
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More importantly, a new head of the entity may hesen even though his/her term
of office has not expired.

The example shows in detail how changing an orgaioiz, without actually
changing it (note also that the direction of refatoes not matter), is beneficial for
the political leadership as it gives to control tbe organization, and its human
resources. The pattern is reproduced over and thaurgh in the subsequent cases to
explicit interpretation is given. The practice iestly accepted and institutionalized.
It is actually hidden in its history. The exampéems at first point as a trigger for the
subsequent development. The evidence implies thata formal legalization of a
practice established long before the case. The riiapce of the story lays in the

details that could be traced, not it its originalit

The Political Causes of Organizational Changes iniBgaria

There is an institutionalized mechanism enablingitip@ans to change the
executive organizations in Bulgaria. Is the pattebservable in practice? More
importantly, can such a simple theoretical propmsjtas the incentive attributed to
politicians to transform institutions, account fodarge proportion of the cases. The
immediate answer is that it does surprisingly ggalll On the following pages
evidence for this conclusion will be presented. Hypothesis is that change in
political leaderships produces organizational ckeang

The first implication of the hypothesis is that teture of political change is
irrelevant. The party ideology does not matter; faditical composition of the
government is not a variable. In fact, the chang@d:be within the same governing
party. A new generation of leaders would design meganizations in order to get
hold of the old ones. The parsimony of the hypathaiows even the high rate of
administrative changes during the communist regonee explained. While the head
of state had remained the same, the officials finigh and middle echelons had been
less long-lived. Roughly, the organizational refsirmay be related to nefnctioneri
getting the power over the institutional set-uphaf executive.

The second implication is that the nature of ttganizational change does not
have primary importance. Cycles of transformatiamT one type to another may be
supposed in consistency with the model. Politiciaisbe willing to grant agencies
more autonomy, as long as they the ones implengniia reformation. The next

generation may push the process even further, @y tban get control over the
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organization during the period of change. Suchnéerpretation circumvents some of
the perennial problems of institutional theory @sst of proposing a solution. The
issue why politicians decide to grant powers tonags, for example, becomes
irrelevant. The dynamics of the Bulgarian systeraaftral government is captured to
a large extent without any elaborations of the rhddécourse, there are cases that do
not confront to the pattern and they deserve spattiention. The bulk of important
changes (substantive changes of the statutes wsfdranations of organizations),
however, may be attributed to change in politiealdership.

Let us focus first at the period in the beginnifighe year 2000, immediately
after prime-minister Ivan Kostov changed more thaif of the cabinet ministers.
Yet, the government remained the same. Within te&t r6 months numerous
organizational changes are traceable. From the #i®CCo-ordination Council for
Information Society was created after the Co-ordlomafor the Problems of the
Information Society was abolished; the National dFd®afety Council was also
reformed. A bunch of other council's rules of prdeee were amended, the
amendments targeting mostly participation rules.

The ministerial changes from that time can be skem Figure 2. The
configuration changed significantly. From the groop state agencies, the State
Agency for Bulgarians Abroad was re-establishedhwiite present organizational
form. The refugee agency and the State Agency feirdfbgy and Technical Control
received new statutes. The civil protection unanirthe Ministry of Defense was
attached to the Council of Ministers. The Agency $mnall and Medium Enterprises
was exempted from the portfolio of the industryfemmy ministry. Executive agency
Roads was created from a unit of the regional dgveent ministry. Likewise, the
Agency for Financial Intelligence was excluded frima departmental structure of the
Ministry of Finance. Some organizations like thdotmation and Computation
Centre at the same ministry were abolished conlpletde Committee for Posts and
Communications was re-established as State Cononigsi Communications.

The last organization was abolished just a few geago with the
establishment of Commission for the Regulation ofmthunications which leads us
to a second period of interest — the change of gowent in 20001. The same absurd
game begins again with new subjects of interventidre wave of reforms included

the Energy regulation agency, two of the IDC, tgery for Nuclear Regulation, the
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Directorate National Construction Control, etc. Theocess left a handful of
organizations untouched.

If we look in earlier periods we will find the sardevelopment. Especially in
the beginning in the 1990-s, after the rapid changd governments, the
organizational changes are more than haphazardtinjiears ministries are created,
merged, and abolished. Portfolios are reshuffldte Jear 1992 marks one of the
peaks of the process, as it coincides with the differts to formalize the structure and
tasks of ministries (see Figure 2). During the $ed®96-1997, although the
ministerial structure is less severely transforntld,lower level of the core executive
— agencies and commissions is the target of ref@ramples are numerous and
include the abolishment of the Institute of Pubinfinistration, established in 1996
and abolished a few months after thaThe National Service for Social Assistance is
“transformed” into Agency for Social Assistance.heTtrade sector management
configuration is substantially changed.

The analysis so far showed that the change inigallieadership is the major
driving force behind the organizational changeshe core executive. Numerous,
often fundamental, transformations may be attridbtitethe change in government (or
changes within government). In this respect, tra fiypothesis (politicians in charge
change the organizational structure of the corewkee if they have a preference to
do so) is confirmed. No other force seems to egerai comparable influence on the
rate and timing of change.

Still, while the broadest contours of the pictune @xplained with the
incentives of politicians in power, there is vadarnn the data that calls for refinement
of the argument. The explanation so far can sapimgtabout the nature of the
changes, it accounts only for the change itselfislttime to contextualize the
politicians’ strategies and to test the influenéenstitutional factors. These include
the legislative procedures to create/change/abalighnizations, and the impact of

interest groups and the civil servants.

The Impact of Institutional Factors: Do They Matter At all?
The different types of organizations are creatdthnged, and abolished

through different procedures. Some of them aredasea ministerial decree, others

12 An organization with almost the same functionseigstablished in 1999 (Institute of Public
Administration and European Integration) with thipgort of the PHARE program of the EU.
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are created by decree of the Council of Ministar$ird group’s existence is based on
laws passed by the Parliament. The different proeedhave increasing complexity,
require different mechanisms for drafting, and smbject to increasing number of
veto points. According to the historical institutadist orthodoxy, incorporated in the

theoretical model, the difference in proceduresukh@lay a considerable role,

constraining changes that require complicated phoes to be overcome. Hence, we
expect organizations that are established by theefof law to be more stable and
insulated from political discretion.

In order to investigate the impact of the legiskati procedures for
organizational changes two approaches are adopiestly, the different types of
organizations are compared in terms of rate of ghaand transformation. Next to
that, a diachronic analysis compares the resulis fiwo time-periods — before and
after the implementation of the Administration Lawhe act formalizes the
procedures for changes of the executive institstemd thus, creates a stricter regime,
imposing constraints with the codification of rutesbe followed in the process.

The inter-departmental councils are the most apjatgpclass of organizations
of the core executive to exemplify the influencdeafislative procedures. They can be
established by various types of acts, subject tmwa procedures, while most of the
other types of organizations (ministries, state nages, state committees) are
necessarily incepted, changed and abolished bythaw, the sanction of the National
Assembly is always required. In the case of the ,IB@me are created through a
ministerial decision, some are result of a decisabrthe Council of Ministers, and
only one part are established according to a lame llowing table presents the
result of the research in this regard.

The data does not support any strong conclusioga®@zations created and
regulated by a ministerial decree seem do be gdtele. Still the sample includes
only 2 such organizations, so any strong opinioh @ too bold. Still, a possible
explanation of the lack of change of these orgdiuza is that they do not attract
considerable political attention in order to betmatured. Simply, the investment in
efforts to change the councils would not pay off.

The IDC established by law (total number 10) ha¥ero their statutory
documents amended. A plausible explanation istht existence is part of a general
policy formalized in a law, so a change in the @plis often translated with

amendments of the IDC. Only one of the council fris group is abolished, so we
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may conclude that the law guarantees to a largenesthat the organization will
continue to exist at least formally.

The bulk of the IDC are incepted by decrees ofGoencil of Ministers and
have their functions and structure regulated bysthime type of legal instrument. It
should be noted that the adoption of specific statuother than the founding
documents is not still very popular measure, wiighld explain the relative lack of
amendments of the statutory documents. It seentfealit easier to transform and
abolish such IDC. The variance is little, howevand the sample is too small to
ground a definite conclusions. Still, it is instiive. Legislative procedures do not
appear as a significant factor influencing the paoe nature of changes.

Hence, hypothesis 5 (the impact of legislative pohres) is not confirmed.
Other factors, like the political attention focusew the organizations, appear more
important and more relevant to the empirical déxaly the IDC were examined but,
in general, the pattern seems to be the same émtiole range of government
organizations. A quantification of the data for théher type of organizations will
allow the better testing of the hypothesis. Thetfindications do not point in the
direction of confirming the hypothesis.

The second approach to examine the same hypothesisiparing the rate of
change prior and after the adoption of the Admiatgin Law helps to clarify the
conclusion. The Administration Law formalized anthrifies the procedures for
organizational changes. It is expected that the megime would lead to less
amendments of statutory documents, as politiciane less discretion to act and have
to comply to the written down procedures, requirthg sanction of the National
Assembly (in the case of ministries in particuldf)e following table summarizes the
data arranged to test this hypothesis. The samplades only the ministries and the
adoption and amendments of their statutes. It cbeldound also in Figure 2. The
statutes adopted mostly at the end of 1999 anahdett to bring the documents in
conformity with the Administration Law itself ar@nincluded.

The results are a little bit surprising. The diffetr regime apparently does not
matter for the easiness to adopt new statutes. ®ncontrary, it leads to more
amendments as the statutes become more formahandles to change them more
transparent. The impact of the various legislagix@cedures may be weaker than the

fact that more details are there to change. Sodaite from this exercise supports the
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conclusion raised by the examination of the rateclidinge of IDC, regulated by
different types of legal instruments.

As a whole, the conclusion to be highlighted ist tiha legislation procedure
has a modest impact. Whether an organization’stezds is envisaged in a law
matters but only to the extent that, once estadtishcontinues to exist. The changes
are present, however, and sometimes completelgftran the organization. On the
other hand, there is no evidence that in the I&slydars, laws prove difficult to
amend. Especially organizational changes are seldanissue of debate in the
Parliament. As translated into the Bulgarian oveiaktitutional and cultural
environment, the legislative procedures do not tiute a significant factor in
assuring organizational stability. The organizagstablished by an act of Parliament
has more chances in the found surviving at a la@nt in time. It could be
unrecognizable in its organizational charactesstibough. The procedures definitely
matter for the timing between the announced inbento reform and the actual entry
into force of the decision. As a result, co-ordimatproblems arise, involving changes
sanctioned by the Council of Ministers and oneeddiy Parliament. Sometimes the
amendments of statutes are followed within monthsitolishment or re-structuring
of the unit by a law.

The second aspect of the analysis of the impadegitlative procedures
compared a period of relaxed unclear rules with with explicit standards and
formal requirements. The variance is visible aneesd interpretations are possible.
First of all, the difference could be result fronmeethodological bias. In the time
before 1999 it is not quite clear what kind of angational issues are to be published
in the State Gazette, which is the major sourcéhefstudy. Simply, some minor
changes are not reported prior to the regulatidrthe Administration Law. Still, if
we take the variance as valid, it could be explhiméth the fact, that the more
formalized an institution, the more changes areligiy codified and recorded.
Otherwise, the observation that more strict regumat how to change the rules leads

to more changes remains paradoxical.

Interest Groups and Bureaucrats
Up to know we examined the legislative proceduassinstitutional factors

supposed to hinder the easiness of organizationahges in the core executive
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demonstrated by the Bulgarian case. The data dmtesonfirm the stated hypothesis.
To say the least, the impact of legislative proceslus countervailed by other forces
in the Bulgarian context.

With the intention to find another class of factasplaining the rate and
nature of reforms attention is now turned towatdsinterplay of actors in the field of
administrative reforms. Sometimes the politiciaresrzot the only players on the field.
They have to interact with powerful actors, suchtlas civil service, or organized
interest groups. The bureaucrats’ interests arferdifit — usually it is assumed that
they try to expand their organizations — a pointepted in the model with the
refinements presented in Chapter 2. Interest gfanp# interest is to protect their
channels for influence and communication and tadrincrease their influence. The
interplay between the three set of actors prodddésrent results in regard to their
relative power. A small number of strong interestups with institutionalized access
to government business will freeze to organizafistracture, or at least constrain the
rate of change. However, if the interest groupstacemany and their influence is
shifting and dispersed the effect will be the opfgeoas the government will have to
respond to various local pressures. The impachefexistence of strong numerous
bureaucrats is more straightforward — they will ganp the changes if they increase
the organization’s resources, status, and sparomtial. These are the expectation
derived from the theoretical model and synthesindtie hypotheses 4 and 5 stated in
Chapter 2

In order to test the predictions a sectoral apgros employed. A cross-
sectoral comparative analysis has the appropraate $o track the development of a
set of highly linked organizations populating oreeméin and is still close enough to
individual developments. The problem with the ogieralization of the theoretical
framework comes with the lack of reliable sourceider to measure the relative
strength of interest parties in Bulgaria in theioas sectors. The problem is even
greater if single organizations or the system wehesen as units of analysis.
Arguable, the economy sector is defined as havingravironment of many interest
groups with dispersed and unsettled capacity toceseeimpact on the government.
The various economic domains — tourism, exporteyaadustry, small and medium
size enterprises, import trade, insurance, etce hapresentative organization; but
there are no dominant ones with stable patternsrpact. The health sector is one of

the few that can be reliably classified as a fielith strong interest groups. The
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organizations of the medical doctors, the pharnscend of the dentists are well
established, powerful, and only a few. Besideg;esilme communist regime they play
a significant part in the policy-making in the hbakector and have protected
institutionalized channels for communication, cdtadion and influence on the
decision-making. The foreign affairs ministry itbnly candidate for a sector with
strong civil servants having a specifiasteidentity and influence as a group. The
diplomats are the closest approximatiordopsin Bulgaria.

These are the results from the survey. The rathahge is measured on the
basis of adoption of new statutes (the first figune the brackets) of the sectoral
ministry and their amendments (the second figures):

The empirical information confirms the hypothesdmut the influence of
other actors. Organized interest groups and carivants have an impact on both the
rate and direction of organizational change. Endglapi®ig executive institutions with
a stable environment of small number of strongregegroups hinders reform to a
certain extent and, in general, promotes stabilitye Bulgarian health sector case
also shows that the trend of change is affectedandsv devolution of authority
towards executive agencies and the proliferatiosarfsultative bodies with a place
reserved for the interest groups. If the intergsups are too small, numerous, and
unstable, the result in the case of the economyadomn Bulgaria is a high rate of
change and organizational diversity. So, integestips may influence the process of
organizational change in both direction and haveirmapact of the institutional
configuration in a sector. No sound conclusionglierinfluence of civil servants may
be drawn. In the case of the Foreign Affairs miyighe fact the ministry kept its
integrity for a long time may be attributed to timpact of a well-established
diplomatic service.

The theoretical predictions proved adequate tda@xpome of the patterns
and dynamics of the development of the core exeeuth Bulgaria. Unlike the
legislative procedures, the inclusion of other excin the model enhanced its power

and allowed more detailed observations to be adedufor.

Changing the Rules about the Rules: Explaining Higér Order Changes
Two hypotheses were identified in the theoretidepter that can indirectly
support the analytical model. It was argued thatf#ilure trust relationships between

the actors, and especially between the politiciam$e established will lead to two
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developments: changes in the rules about the (bigher order changes) and the
increasing formalization of contracting.

Up to now all the information presented unmistajatlipports the second
argument. Really, the one clear development forlthg/ears under investigation is
the formalization of the process of organizatiochbnge in the Bulgarian core
executive. The traces of the process are founamigtin the increasing length of the
statutory documents and the number of the artithesy include. These clear
indicators point out clearly that the hypothesiadequate to the data.

Furthermore, the range of issues regulated inesedsamatically. In the year
1990 one document regulates all the ministriekgadivision and responsibilities. In
the period 1991-1992 most ministries are alreadyuleged by individual legal
instruments. Subsequently, these are amended anel pnovisions are added. The
reform culminating in the passing of the Administba Law increases even more the
range of issue and the depth of detail subjecegulation by statutes. The room for
discretion for the political heads of organizatigess less and less.

Moreover, the range of public administration orgatibn to receive clear
regulation increases. IDC, executive agenciesahdr bodies are granted statutory
documents. The number of employees, the tasksemmbmnsibilities, the internal and
external communication channels are described andafized in legal acts, often
passed by the National Assembly, thus receivingnédly the highest political
attention. The failure of these measures to proindgtutional stability is one of the
factors reinforcing the process. As it was demaistr the formalization leads often
to more changes (or more traceable changes) instgadmoting stability.

The phase of the administrative reform from thaqoe1997-2000 is in a way
the peak of the process of standatdization anddbzation. It is a different type of
contract between the political parties. The indinaibstatutes had proved unsuccessful
to assure institutional continuity and the way ofithe vicious circle was found in
changing the rules governing how organizations khdoe designed, created,
managed, and transformed. The administrative refsranhigher order change and is
produced by the devalorization of institutional coitments. The period after that
however fails to change the track. Besides, theles mre subsequently twisted. As a
result, a change in the constitutional rules ishanway.

To conclude the chapter it is perhaps necessargniind that the analytical

model used in the thesis rarely refers to extefaators to explain institutional
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changes. The relations between generations of ibenompoliticians, and interest
groups and bureaucrats are capable to account farga part of the individual
changes and the overall development of the BulgaGare executive. Even
institutional factors like legislative procedurer fthange were found to be of minor
importance. The important feature of the modehat it conceptualizes the relations
between the actors not in single situation of extéon but taking time into account.
Of course factors like the EU, or the spread oivNRublic Management ideas
are important in regard to the institutional depetent of the Bulgarian core
executive. It is, thus, even more surprising that basic features of the process may
be described and interpreted without referenceumfiean integration or the impact
of the World Bank and other international instioms. Still, the theoretical model
employed is adequate primarily to explain the cordf the picture. If more specific
features were to be accounted for, the model iabljit should incorporate more

factors, internal as well as external.
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CHAPTER 5 CONCLUSIONS

The thesis presented the development of the Balgardore executive for the
period after the fall of the communist regime ur@02. In the last chapter | will
briefly summarize the findings. The broader theoattimplications of the outcomes
of the research will be reviewed and finally, soneemative considerations will be
given.

Based on a survey of the organizational changeleotentral administration
organizations in Bulgaria, the research identitieel major development patterns and
offered an explanation, grounded in institutiortadigyuments, of the direction of the
process of institutional transformation.

Using an actor-based approach derived from a gaewrétic model it was
demonstrated that the constant, high-rate chanigdee andividual organizations are
result of the politicians’ preferences to alter timstitutional arrangements. The
political leaders have an incentive to transformahganizations of the core executive
as the reform provides them with an opportunityéb control over the staffing and
design of the public bodies. Subsequently, the fitsnef stable, predictable
institutional environment diminish.

In the course of the 12 years surveyed severakgies have been adopted to
enhance the trust relationship between generatibpslitical heads of organizations.
The formalization of the normative environmenths tmost evident course of action.
However, instead of continuity, it actually prom®t®more formal changes. It leads to
a situation where much of the legislative draftc@nducted is connected with the
redesign and transformation of minor, as well apdrtant, organizational features.
Often, the changes are not yet implemented, whenndw wave of restructuring
arrives.

The most pronounced endeavor to put an end touthiisrtunate spiral of
transformation has been the adoption of the Adrratien Law in 1999. As predicted
by the theoretical model a higher order legal cleamgs regarded as necessary.
Nevertheless the efforts, the development stilireet follow the well-known path of
constant transformation. To address the problerstitational amendments are on the
way. Having in mind the experience from the lastygars, it is suspicious whether a
change in the basic rules of the political gameé askure continuity of the Bulgarian

core executive organizational structure.
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The impact of legislative procedures for the ratandividual changes was
found to be dubious. The only factors limiting nefoemerged to be interested groups
and strong bureaucracy. The lack of traditions athbindependent civil service and
official channels for consultation with interestpdrties in Bulgaria probably is a
reason for the easiness with which politicians wéf#dh the organizational units of the
central administration.

Apart from the rate of change itself several cosiclo of the research deserve
to be repeated. First of all, the organizationatikcape at the central level in Bulgaria
has become much more standardized over the laged2. Still, the countervailing
tendency of increasing diversity is also presentyéle of integrative and aggregative
reforms seems to exist. A second observation édadlto the rise of interdepartmental
councils. Although not very important for policy-kiag (yet) they proliferate in a
few areas. Especially in sectors where interesuggoare powerful, IDC spread
quickly (coupled with a structure of executive agjer). The rapid adoption of the
organizational form of executive agencies also @atlvnoting. In the framework of
the analytical model adopted in the thesis, suckeselopment can be easily
explained: politicians do not mind increasing thenagerial autonomy of the
organizations, as long as they are the ones implgngethe change. The relations
between politicians and civil servants becomesemsingly a focus of research in the
literature on administrative reform in Central aBdstern Europe (Verheijen 2002)
and the current research shows that it is realtyuzial issue. The distribution of
relative power among politicians and other actgopears as the major variable
framing the development of the executive branch.

These observations lead to the question: how, iallatcan organizational
stability be achieved? The problem is relevant ordy to the Bulgarian case. The
available comparative studies show that the snealleschanges of the government
machinery are quite numerous in established deroiesras well (Davigt al. 1999).

Of course, the issue is problematic only if it ssamed that change is bad for the
system of executive power. In the thesis it wasiasesl that this is the case and that
the organizational set-up influences policy outcem@A considerable degree of
institutional stability is necessary for the viatyilor democracy itself (reference). The
costs of organizational restructuring often arehbigthan the actual benefits from the
reform because the primary benefits of institutians result of the predictability they

assure. In this respect, is a constantly changisgtution an institution at all? In
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other words, is the Bulgarian core executive inttihalized 12 years after the
beginning of the regime change?

The answers to these questions require more prid@seetical tools than the
ones available now. The current research may & basis and be extended in a
few ways. A cross-country perspective could test ¢bnclusions for more general
validity. The features of the data collected alstova a greater degree of
quantification, hence more rigorous testing of hligpotheses. Efforts to discriminate
between “real” and minor organizational changeddapay off in making the micro-
foundations of the research firmer.

Even in its present form however, the applicatibrine proposed model of
institutional persistence and change provides itapbrinsights in the context of the
Bulgarian core executive as can be demonstratethdyatest developments of the
system. In July 2003 prime-minister Saxe-Coburgh@oannounced government
changes, coupled with structural reform of the @nadministration: the Food
Industry domain is transferred from the Ministry BEonomy to the Ministry of
Agriculture and Forests; Tourism becomes an exeeudigency; the Ministry of
Transport and Communications becomes Ministry oan§port and Information
Technologies. From the data gathered in the relseiarcs visible that the Food
Industry was part of the Ministry of Agriculturerehdy in the period 1992-1997. The
domain of tourism was a separate ministry, pam afinistry, part of a commission,
and a ministerial department for the last 10 yeAilsthe changes occur in sectors
identified as vulnerable to transformations by tésearch. Most importantly, we can
see this last round of changes not as a step fdsa@r backwards, but as part of the

never-ending cycle of organizational reforms of Bwdgarian core executive.
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APPENDIXES

Table 1. Articles on East and Central Europe in Selcted Journals:
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JEPP —Journal of European Public Policy (Routledge)
Articles:

Agh (1999)

Bretherton (2001)

Brinar and Svetlicic (1999)

Brusis and Dimitrov (2001)

Caddy (1997)

Evans and Evans (2001)

Ingleby (1996)

Fink-Hafner (1999)

Fink-Hafner (1998)

Grabbe (2001)

Goetz and Wollmann (2001)

Goetz (2001)

Lippert, Umbach and Wessels (2001)
Meyer-Sahling (2001)

Stawarska (1999)

Sturm, Muller and Dieringer (2000)
Zubek (2001)

Governance -Governance: An International Journal of Policy, Adlistration and
Institutions (Blackwell)

Articles:

Brusis (2002)

Fabian (1995)

Goetz and Margetts (2000)

Jacoby (2001)

Jacoby (2000)
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IRAS - International Review of Administrative Scien¢8&GE)
Articles:

Jenei and Zupko (2001)

Koch and Jovanovic (1997)

Miller, Grodeland and Koshechkina (1999)

Nalezinski and Wojtyczek (1996)

Obolonsky (1999)

Verheijen and Dimitrova (1996)

PA — Public Administration (Blackwell)
Articles:

Dawson (1999)
Elcock (1997)

Table 2. The Trust Game

Player A
Honor the trust Break
Honor
Player B 10,10 15,0
Break 0:15 5:5

The former figures relate to Actor A.
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Table 3 The Impact of Bureaucrats and Interest Grops

A few strong

interest groups

Many interest
groups with

dispersed power|

A few strong
interest

groups

Many interest
groups with

dispersed power

Strong bureaucracy

No strong bureaucracy

Rate of change

Lower

L ower

L ower

Higher

Table 4 Organizational Changes of the Interdepartmetal Councils

Legal basi Decision-making | Amendments of | New statutes | Number of org| Number of org
egal basis
J points statutory document adopted transformed abolished
Law 10 3 16 0 3 1
Ministerial Decree 2 1 0 0 0 0
Council of Ministers

17 2 16 0 6 2
Decree
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Table 5 Organizational Changes of the Bulgarian Mirstries Before and After 1999

Amendments of statutes per Number of statutes per
year (1991- 1998) year (1999-2002)
Prior to the Law 201 /8 (25.13) 31/8 (3.9
After the Law 95/ 3 (31.6) 10/3(3.3)

Table 6 The Interplay of Actors

Sector Rate of change Organizational set-up of theector
Economy Very high (6/45) Diversity of org-s
Health Low (2/40) Executive agencies and IDC
Foreign Affairs Moderate (5/15) Highly integrated structure
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Figure 1 The Organizational Development of the Bulgrian Council of Ministers 1990-2002

1991 1993 1995 1997 1999 2001
DL B EE [N Ny ey I P g
1990 1992 1994 1996 1998 2000 2002
Legend:
B new statutes
[] amendments of statutes
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Figure 2 Ministries in the Bulgarian Core Executive1990-2002
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